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To: T-FSC 

Date: 02/23/23 

Re: Proposed Tenure-Track Faculty Third Year Review Guidelines For NYU Tandon 

The PPTM Committee, Co-Chaired by Drs. Judith Zelikoff and Nicola Partridge, have thoroughly 
reviewed the submitted Tandon School of Engineering Tenure-Track Faculty Third Year Reviw 
Guidelines dated October 24, 2021 and approved by the faculty of Tandon. The PPTM 
Committee met by Zoom to review and discuss (at length) the revised Policy document. As a 
Committee, we recognized the considerable thought and deliberation that the tenure Tandon 
Faculty have invested in this document. We reviewed the document and unanimously agreed on 
the edits and comments being presented to the T-FSC.  

The PPTM presents these four major considerations for the Tandon School of Engineering 
Tenure-Track Faculty, Third Year Reviw Guidelines for discussion with the T-FSC at the 
March 2, 2023 meeting. The statements and comments below are not meant to capture all of 
the PPTM comments found in the Tandon School of Engineering Tenure-Track Faculty, Third 
Year Reviw Guidelines document included in the packet. 

1. Composition of the Departmental Committee. As noted in the document, “the department 
review is to be undertaken by the Department Chair and a departmental committee consisting of 
three or more tenured members, or a committee of all tenured members in the department.”  It is 
unclear how the number and composition of committees is determined, and why it may vary by 
candidate.

The PPTM suggests that the composition of the Departmental committee be clarified as to how 
the number of tenured members on the committee is determined, and in what cases the 
committee would consist of all tenured members in the department. Additionally, how committee 
members are appointed (e.g., by department chair, Dean, etc) needs to be clarified. The PPTM 
suggests the sentence be edited to read, as “consisting of at least 3 tenured members appointed 
by...”  

2. Departmental Review of Research, Teaching and Service. The assessment of research 
includes the evaluation by the committee of the quality and significance of publications “which 
may involve reading some of the candidate’s publications and/or consulting senior members of 
the NYU community working in an area close to the candidate.” This is relatively vague and fails 
to clearly state what exactly the process is, or how additional evaluations are determined; such 
lack of clarity may add bias to the review. Additionally, the language in item 5 that describes 
outside evaluations could introduce additional bias into the proces s as the emphas is may be 
perceived as reinforcing  a potential negative outcome.

The PPTM suggests that the rationale for consulting other non-committee members be clarified 
as it may be redundant with the outside evaluations (item 5). It is also suggested that the 
language around “reading some of the candidates publications” is redundant to evaluating the 



quality and impact of the papers.  The PPTM also suggests that the word “best” be removed 
due to its subjective and vague nature; we recommend using the phrase “critically appraised.” 

The PPTM als o s ugges ts  greater clarification as  to how outs ide evaluations  are s olicited  and the 
proces s  us ed for s uch outs ide evaluations . For example, providing s ome departmental content or 
methods  expertis e, s uch that the criteria  can be applied more cons is tently. 

3. Voting Outcomes and Confidentialty.
There are inconsistencies in defining the voting options (e.g., yes, no, abstain, did not vote) and
how confidentiality will be assured, while addressing the requirements for record keeping.

The PPTM suggests consistently listing the voting options as Yes, No, or Abstain and clarifying  
how confidentiality is  as s ured (s ection 7), for example recording the total s ample s ize  ra ther than 
the reas ons , which could breach confidentiality. 

4. Reappointment Decision Letter The document states “if the decision is to reappoint, a
letter of advice summarizing  both the strengths and weaknesses of the candidate’s
performance to that time, must be given  to the candidate and discussed with the candidate in a
meeting with the Dean and the  Department Chair.” The addition of the words “if the decision is
to reappoint” were added in this revision by Tandon. However, the document does not state the
outcome, process, or method of communication, if the decision is to not reappoint.

The PPTM notes that the letter of advice with summarization as described in the document 
could also be appropriate in the case of decision to not reappoint. The guidelines do not specify 
how the decision to not reappoint (or terminate) is communicated to the candidate or by whom. 
Additionally, the time frame of 5 days (we suggest that the word “business” days be included) 
may be too short for those with a negative outcome.  The PPTM suggests a similar procedure 
for both reappointments and termination.  
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1 Introduction 

The NYU President and Board of Trustees have mandated a formal performance review of 
tenure track Assistant Professors in their third year of service at New York University to 
determine  whether Assistant Professors should be allowed to continue their progress toward 
tenure beyond  their probation period, and if so, what advice they should be given about 
strengthening their  records.  

The Third-Year Review will be included in the dossier of all School of Engineering tenure 
candidates, and standards for tenure at the School of Engineering should be kept in mind in 
framing the report. The Third-Year Review should therefore consider that standards for the award 
of tenure are extremely rigorous, and that they set particular importance on high scholarly 
accomplishment. If the department has any doubts about the potential of a junior person to become 
a published scholar of national prominence at a later stage in his or her career, these doubts 
should be clearly outlined in the review.  

If such doubts are serious, the department and/or the School of Engineering Tenure and 
Promotions Committee should not recommend reappointment, since the overwhelming likelihood 
is that reappointment would simply result in an even more painful and professionally costly 
negative decision at the time of a subsequent tenure review. In the event of reappointment, any 
reservations must be shared in writing and in person with the colleague on probation, so that the 
candidate may have no misunderstanding over the likelihood of tenure being awarded. If 
reappointment is not offered as a result of the Third-Year Review, this faculty member will be given 
terminal employment for one academic year beyond the year in which the review took place.  

To comply with this policy, the department must examine the performance of Third-Year Assistant 
Professors, and the Department Chair must communicate the substance of that review to the Dean 
of the School of Engineering with a recommendation for reappointment or termination. The 
Department report and recommendation are then reviewed by the School of Engineering Tenure 
and Promotions Committee (“TPC”), who will make their own recommendation. The Dean will 
make the final decision regarding reappointment based on the Department and School TPC 
reports and their recommendations and notify the faculty member before the last day of their third 
year appointment. For deadlines of different review stages, see Appendix. 

A. 2 Guidelines and Procedures

1) All tenure-track Assistant Professors in their third year of service must be reviewed by the
Department, the School of Engineering TPC, and the Dean. An exception is the case of an
Assistant Professor who has a prior written agreement specifying review for tenure and for
promotion before the end of the third year of the appointment. Such an agreement is typically
specified in the original appointment letter for the candidate from the Dean. If not, a copy of
any such prior agreement must be submitted to the Office of the Dean within two weeks of
receiving the notice of the third-year review. Tenure-track Associate Professors must be
reviewed for tenure in their fourth year of service, and an informal mid-term review may be
scheduled as described in the appointment letter, to provide feedback to the faculty on the
progress towards tenure. Tenure-track Professors must be reviewed for tenure in their
second year of service, and typically no mid-term review will be conducted.
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2) The department review is to be undertaken by the Department Chair and a departmental 
committee consisting of three or more tenured members, or a committee of all tenured 
members in the department. If the department does not have three tenured members, the 
Department Chair must consult with the Dean about drawing on tenured faculty from other 
departments of the school, and if necessary, other NYU schools in fields related to that of the 
candidate, so as to form an ad hoc committee consisting of three or more members. If the 
Department Chair is not a tenured faculty member, the Dean will form a departmental 
committee and appoint a committee chair in consultation with tenured members of the 
department and those in other departments, as appropriate. The committee chair in this case 
will prepare all materials normally prepared by the Department Chair.   

3) The candidate must submit the following material for the review to the online NYU faculty 
review system:  
a) An up-to-date curriculum vitae, following the guideline for the CV in Appendix C in the 

Guideline for Tenure and Promotion Review.   
b) A career statement (up to 3 pages) about most significant accomplishment so far and future 

goals in research and teaching. An optional COVID Impact Statement may be included as 
part of the statement. The impact statement should include a short description of the impact 
COVID had on the performance of their duties, including teaching, research and creative 
work.   

c) A list containing links or copies of selected publications (up to 5 most significant 
publications).  

d) Syllabi of all courses taught at NYU.  
e) Complete course evaluations for all courses taught including individual comments by 

students. Because of major disruptions with the abrupt shift to remote teaching in Spring 
2020, faculty course evaluations from Spring 2020 should not be considered as part of the 
review, unless the candidate requests that these be considered.  

f) Reports of peer teaching observations since the initial appointment if available.  

4) The Department Tenure and Promotion Committee will conduct its review and submit its 
report to the Department tenured faculty and the NYU faculty review system. The report must 
contain separate assessments of performances in Research, Teaching and Service. a) The 
assessment of research must address the quality and significance of publications.   

The committee should evaluate the research quality and impact in depth, which may 
involve reading some of the candidate's publications and/or consulting senior members of 
the NYU community working in an area close to the candidate. The quality and significance 
of the journals or other venues in which the work of the faculty member has appeared 
should be appraised. If they are not the best journals or venues in the field, the best journals 
or venues should be named and the absence of publications in them explained.  The quality 
of the publisher of the candidate’s book(s) should be appraised as well. In the case of joint 
authorship, the report should include information about the norms of the field regarding 
order of authorship and an assessment of the candidate’s contributions to the co-authored 
work.   

b) The assessment of research should also evaluate the candidate’s success at securing 
research grants, where appropriate, in relation to reasonable expectations for scholars in 
the same field and at the same stage of professional development. The assessment should 
list and appraise the relative competitiveness of grants and fellowships received since 
joining NYU. 
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c) The appraisal of teaching effectiveness should include an analysis of the candidate’s
teaching strengths and any weaknesses. Some indication should be given of how the
department and the candidate are addressing any weaknesses.

d) The assessment of teaching should also assess research mentorship, especially
mentorship of Ph.D. students, and whether it meets the expectation at the stage of the
candidate’s academic career.  

e) The assessment of service must indicate the quality and significance of service to the
department and the university, appropriate to the faculty rank. The Assessment of Service
should also include a discussion of participation in professional organizations and
meetings in the candidate’s field.

The committee must vote on the recommendation for reappointment by secret ballot (Yes or 
No) and the voting results must be included in the committee report. All members of the 
committee should sign the report. The report 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, 
the dissenting opinion should be appended to the majority review.  

5) In some instances, the department may request outside evaluations from recognized experts in
the candidate’s field. While such evaluations are not required, they may well prove valuable,
particularly in cases where the department/school does not have expertise in the candidate’s 
field, or when the progress of the Assistant Professor’s scholarship is in serious question.  

6) In the case of a review undertaken by a subcommittee of all tenured members of the department,
the review must be presented to and discussed by the full tenured faculty. The committee’s
review should be made available to tenured members of the department in advance of a 
meeting at which all tenured faculty discuss the report. Tenured faculty members in the 
department may propose amendments to the report. The tenured faculty will vote by secret 
ballot on each case, and the vote tally will be provided in the letter by the Department Chair to 
the Dean. The possible votes are “Yes”, “No”, and “Abstain”.  

7) The Department Chair must then submit a written letter to the School of Engineering Dean
describing the recommendation of the Department, as well as their own recommendation. The
letter should include the following contents:

a) The Department Chair’s assessment of the candidate’s performance in Research,
Teaching, and Service.

b) The letter must characterize the tenor of the full departmental discussion, indicating
areas of concern and of possible dissent. The letter should state the number of eligible

voters and the voting result (yes, no, abstention, did not vote). If there are eligible 
voters who did not vote, the reason should be given. The number of eligible voters who 

voted, but did not attend the discussion meeting should also be stated. 
c) A clear statement of the candidate’s progress towards tenure and recommendation as

to reappointment after the third year.

8) Once the Department committee report and the Chair’s letter are submitted, the School of
Engineering TPC will conduct its review. In some instances, the TPC may request outside
evaluations from recognized experts in the candidate’s field. While such evaluations are not
required, they may prove valuable, particularly in cases in which the progress of the Assistant
Professor’s scholarship is in serious question. The TPC will write its own report evaluating the
candidate’s performance and progress and advising the Dean. The TPC must vote on the
recommendation for reappointment by secret ballot (Yes or No) and the voting results must be
included in the TPC report.
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9) After receiving the Department and TPC reports and advice, the Dean will communicate their 
decision regarding reappointment or termination directly to the Department Chair and the 
candidate. In the case of a Dean’s recommendation contrary to that of the department, the 
Dean will provide the Department Chair with the reasons. The Department Chair will then have 
ten days in which to provide further information or counter arguments.  

10) In the case of joint appointments between two departments or other academic units, the 
Department level committee should include tenured faculty members from both units. The 
committee report as well as the Chairs’ letters should include an explicit discussion of the 
special circumstances of the appointment, expectations for the candidate's multi-disciplinary 
activities, perspective and position, and the judgment of how well the appointee has met these 
expectations. Both units must vote on the committee report, with the guidelines herein outlined 
concerning procedures and reporting applying to both. Each Chair must forward their unit’s 
recommendation to the Dean (where joint appointments are between schools, to the Dean of 
each school) only after consultation with the other unit. If the units arrive at significantly 
different recommendations, the Dean (where joint appointments are between schools, the 
Deans) will ordinarily invite the Chairs together to discuss the case. Where joint appointments 
are between schools, the two Deans will consult each other in making the final decision 
regarding reappointment in both schools.   

11) At the conclusion of the review, if the decision is to reappoint, a letter of advice summarizing 
both the strengths and weaknesses of the candidate’s performance to that time, must be given 
to the candidate and discussed with the candidate in a meeting with the Dean and the 
Department Chair. The letter should be drafted by the Department Chair. The Dean may revise 
the letter based on the TPC report and the Dean’s review, in consultation with the Chair.  The 
final letter will be signed by both the Dean and the Department Chair. In the case of joint 
appointment between two departments in the School of Engineering, the letter should reflect 
the input from both departments and both Chairs should sign the letter and participate in the 
meeting. In the case of joint appointment between two schools, both schools should provide 
input to the candidate. The input from the School of Engineering will be provided in the form  
of a letter of advice, incorporating the feedback from both schools, and a meeting with the 
School of Engineering Dean and Department Chair.  

12) The letter of advice must include the following:  
a) “This is a letter of advice; regardless of the merits for reappointment at this time, it does  

not constitute a guarantee of tenure.”  
b) “Tenure standards are continually rising and, per established guidelines, candidates will  

be judged by those standards in effect at the time of their tenure review.”  
c) “I have read this letter of advice and understand its contents.”  
d) Signature and date block for the candidate.  

13) The candidate must sign the letter to indicate that they have read it and understand its 
contents. The signed letter must be returned to the Dean’s office within five days of the 
meeting.  

Appendix A Schedule for Third-Year Review  

Deadlines below apply to candidates whose tenure clock started on Sept 1. [Deadlines in parenthesis 
are for those whose tenure clock started on 1/15. For those whose tenure clock stoppage was 
approved, use the adjusted tenure clock start date.] Dates below are for the third year  
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of service.  
• The candidate must submit their initial documents by December 1 [June 15];
• The Department Chair should organize a meeting of the tenured faculty to review the
candidate’s documents and provide feedback for revision if necessary. The candidate should
submit the revised document by January 5 [July 15];
• The Department must submit its material (including committee report and Department Chair

letter, and the draft letter of advice) by March 15 [October 1]; 
• The School TPC will target to submit its report by May 1 [Nov. 15];
• The Dean will notify the candidate of the reappointment decision no later than Aug. 31 [Dec.
31]. But the Dean will make every effort to notify the candidate by June 1 [Dec. 15].
• The Dean may revise the letter of advice based on the TPC report and the Dean’s review in
consultation with the Chair, and the Dean and the Chair will jointly sign the letter.
• The Dean and Department Chair will meet with the candidate and discuss the letter of
advice shortly after the decision is made.
• The candidate will return the signed letter of advice within 5 days of the meeting to the

Dean’s Office. 
• In the case of joint appointment between two departments in the School of Engineering, both

Chairs should work together to draft the letter of advice and participate in the meeting.  In 
the case of joint appointment between two schools, the School of Engineering Dean and 
Department Chair should meet with the candidate, to convey the input from both 
departments and schools. 
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