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Minutes  
Faculty Council School-Wide Full Faculty Meeting  

Thursday, December 6th, 2018  
4:30pm 7 East 12th Street, Room 321 

 
The SPS Faculty Council Chair Anne Marie Goetz called the meeting to order at 4:40pm.  
 
1. Introduction of all Faculty Council representatives:  

Anne Marie Goetz introduced the Faculty Council members. Faculty council members 
present were: Anne Marie Goetz (Chair, Center for Global Affairs), Yuna Seong (Secretary, 
Division of Languages), Raul Sanchez (Division of Languages), Sharr Prohaska (Tisch 
Center for Hospitality and Tourism), Edward Kleinert (Division of Programs in Business), 
Sidhu Waheguru (Center for Global Affairs), Chyng Sun (Division of Applied 
Undergraduate Studies). 

 
2. Minutes: Anne Marie reminded all the attendees that the minutes of the meeting will go to 

the Dean, Provost, and President, as well as, be published online on the Office of Academic 
and Faculty Affairs website. 

 
3. Agenda: Anne Marie provided a quick overview of the agenda for the night.  

A. Update on the revisions to the Faculty Activity Report. 
B. Update on the redrafting of the NYU SPS Appointment and Reappointment Policy.  

a) Timeline and Process. 
b) Areas of significant change/new proposals. 
c) Unresolved issues. 

 
4. Grievance Committee Representative Election Update:  

The voting for the Grievance Committee will be happening soon.  
 

5. Assessment Committee Update 
A. The Assessment Committee Chair Jens Rudbeck reported on the changes made to the 

Faculty Annual Report (FAR). 
B. The FAR is mandatory for all full-time faculty, but not mandatory for adjuncts. 
C. Jens provided a brief history of the changes the FAR has undergone over the last few 

years.  
1) At the December 7, 2017 Faculty Council School-Wide Full Faculty meeting, 

participants reviewed and discussed the full-time and adjunct faculty activity reports 
and instructions. 

2) Some of the key issues discussed were related to the language used in the template, 
some technical formatting issues with the document, and challenges of creating a 
template that fits the diverse nature of the faculty. 
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3) After identifying the issues, the assessment committee convened to discuss next steps. 
However, there were some delays in this process due to changes in the formation of 
the committee. Several new members joined and the previous chair had to step down. 
As a result, the Committee decided on a two-step approach: first do a minor review 
process and then return to the template in the Fall of 2018 to do a broader review 
based on the comments from the brainstorming session.  

D. There were several major changes made to the FAR. 
1) The student learning outcomes part was removed. Previously faculty were required to 

give examples of how they measured learning outcomes.  
2) An introductory section is now included. Faculty can use this section to introduce the 

report and self-reflect about the year.  
3) For self-evaluation there are now additional guidelines as to what can be included in 

the report that goes beyond mere quantitative information (e.g., how many students 
you advised). 

4) The FAR will be simplified to prevent lengthy submissions.  
E. The new version will be reviewed by the Faculty Council, then it will go to the Dean. 

However, it is important to note that the FAR will be affected by the changes made to the 
appointment reappointment, and promotion policy.  
 

6. Appointment and Reappointment Policy  
A. Timeline and Process 

1) Edward Kleinert provided an overview of the history and future steps of the 
Appointment Reappointment and Promotion policy (ARP). The following 
summarizes the history incorporating a few corrections made by three faculty 
members at the meeting. 
a. The process started in the 2016-2017 Academic Year. It started as a University-

wide initiative to codify school policies.  
b. Initially, the 2016-2017 Faculty Council proposed a unified policy. However, 

under the former Dean Di Lorenzo’s directive, the policy was split into degree 
and non-degree faculty policies.  

c. The Committees began to look at the policy for degree programs first and the non-
degree programs policy was put on hold. After reviewing the degree programs 
policy, the full faculty voted on the policy (48 Voted: 21 approved and 27 
rejected). The Faculty Council voted against the policy, nevertheless, the Dean 
proceeded to forward the policy to the Provost, and the Provost returned the 
policy.  

d. During the 2017-2018 year, the policy was redrafted. It was brought again to the 
Faculty Council to vote on and was narrowly approved. The policy was sent to the 
Dean’s Office and the Provost. The policy was scheduled to be reviewed by the 
Senate.  
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e. The Tenured Track Faculty and Full-Time Continuing Contract Faculty Senate 
Committees met together to deliberate the policy– a few issues arose. 

i. The policy was highly legalistic and had many cross-references throughout. 
ii. The policy was too lengthy (58 pages) and the content was very different 

from the other NYU schools’ policies. 
f. At the same time, in the beginning of Fall 2018, the Faculty Council raised 

concerns about past disruptions of the “one-faculty” principle. Therefore, Dean 
Greenbaum and the Faculty Council jointly recalled the policy to be revised to 
reflect a “one-faculty” principle.  

g. Another criterion concerning the rewrite of policy is to align the policy with 
university guidelines. 

 
2) Edward transitioned into a discussion about the current policy we have so far.  

a. The policy was shortened from 58 pages to 12 pages. (The draft of the policy was 
distributed at the meeting) 

b. The Next Steps for the Policy: 
i. Collect input from today’s meeting.  

ii. The Faculty Council will then revisit the policy to see what changes should 
be made.  

iii. A discussion with Dean Greenbaum will take place.  
iv. The policy will be brought back to all Full time Faculty for voting.  
v. It will go to the Provost.  

vi. The Provost will hand it to the Senate for review and recommendations, 
which are advisory.  

vii. Provost will either accept or reject the recommendations and finally approve 
the policy.  

viii. The policy goes into effect. 
 

B. Discussion Regarding the Division of Languages’ Promotion Pathway 
1) Raul Sanchez presented on the history of the ALI/ELI Promotion Pathway from 

Lecturer to Clinical Assistant Professor and on ways to articulate this promotion 
pathway within the policy. He opened the conversation by stating that in the Fall of 
2018 when the previous policy was recalled so that it could be rewritten to include all 
faculty members, this was a progressive movement for all SPS Faculty and a great 
moment for the school as a whole. He reiterated the importance of integrating all 
faculty members within a unified policy.  

2) Raul referred to the first two pages of the “Promotion Criteria for Promotion of 
American Language Institute (ALI) Faculty” document, which was produced by the 
Rank, Title, and Privilege (RTP) committee and published on the Office of Academic 
and Faculty Affairs (OAFA) website after going through joint and shared governance 
approvals at the time. He then provided brief history on the document.  
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a. From inception to completion, the RTP document was created from 2013 to 2014, 
and approved in 2014 by the existing faculty and administrative governance 
structure, which included: Provost David McLaughlin, Connee Zotos (Chair of 
the RTP Committee, Chair of OAFA), Dennis DiLorenzo (Dean), and members of 
the RTP Committee. At this time, there was no Faculty Council and full-time 
continuing contract faculty representation in the Senate, and the Senate was in its 
formation stage.  

b. Raul addressed two titles Language Lecturer and Senior Language Lecturer. At 
the time of drafting the previous promotion document, the Senior Language 
Lecturer title was not deemed appropriate for SPS language faculty for the 
following reasons: 

i. The Senior Language Lecturer title used in the College of Arts and Sciences 
(CAS) has adverse implications for SPS Language Lecturers as it is a title of 
appointment after a probationary appointment as a Language Lecturer in the 
university (not necessarily a promotion in terms of peer committee portfolio 
review and benchmarks). The promotion to Senior Language Lecturer in 
CAS is based on the number of years of service. In other words, after two, 3-
year appointments, if you are not promoted to Senior Language Lecturer, 
then you are not reappointed. Adding this title to SPS would render the 
Language Lecturer title probationary in SPS, which is currently not the case, 
and will remove a pre-existing promotion path for language faculty. 

ii. The clinical title is more appropriate for the School of Professional Studies as 
the designation of clinical is for faculty engaged in professional studies. 

iii. The American Language Institute also has a history of hiring faculty initially 
at the Clinical Assistant Professor rank.  

c. Therefore, the promotion document was written to include the Language Lecturer 
title with a promotion path to Clinical Assistant Professor. 

d. Since the date of approval of the document, all ALI promotion portfolios have 
been reviewed by the Provost’s Office. 

3) Raul read aloud to everyone the last sentence of the first paragraph of the promotion 
document in reference to the unique character of the School of Professional Studies: 
“While adhering to the University’s overall guidelines as developed by the NYU 
Faculty Senate and approved by the Office of the Provost, each School at NYU has its 
own approved guidelines for the appointment and promotion of its full-time faculty 
consistent with the variations in its academic mission, character and orientation.” 
a. Raul outlined a few key considerations: 

i. There is a promotion pathway currently in place at the ALI that has historical 
precedent.  



5 
 

ii. Language Lecturers in the CAS’s Expository Writing Department are 
petitioning that their titles be converted to the Clinical Assistant Professor 
title.  

iii. A document that aligns with University policy is important. 
iv. The task at hand is how to honor existing practice and articulate the existing 

promotion pathway in the new policy document. 
4) Raul presented the new proposed language for the policy on PowerPoint.  

“Criteria for Promotion to Assistant Professor (Clinical): Most initial appointments to 
the SPS faculty are at the rank of Assistant Professor (Clinical), and promotion to this 
rank requires an advanced degree and/or a significant industry track record, 
experience in and evidence of excellence in teaching, evidence of promise in scholarly 
or artistic work, evidence of initiative in curricular development, and, where relevant, 
publications.” 

5) Raul opened the conversation to questions and/or comments: 
a. ALI Faculty stated that the path to promotion for Language Lecturer as outlined 

in the paragraph presented by Raul was not explicit enough as it does not include 
the title Language Lecturer in the paragraph.  

b. Following this, another faculty member asked if the Language Lecturer promotion 
title would terminate at the Clinical Assistant Professor rank. If it does not, does 
this mean that a Clinical Assistant Professor can move up to Associate and then to 
Full professor ranks?  

c. Another faculty raised a question of whether already established practices are 
always good practices. Should we include a preamble so that the policy can be 
revisited in a couple of years or to be re-evaluated and revised?  

d. An ALI Faculty member briefly brought up the history of ALI Faculty. The ALI 
began in 1945 and three of the last tenured faculty were from the ALI. 

6) A faculty member further elaborated on how the Senate works.  
a. He stated that SPS Faculty at the ALI have a rich history; for example, in the past, 

ALI faculty have engaged in work with the United Nations.  
b. He emphasized that policies should be aligned with the Faculty Handbook. He 

referred to bylaws section 89 with the list of different non-tenure titles but 
acknowledged that he has no idea of how binding those title groupings are. 
However, he noted that whatever we propose has to meet the support of the Dean 
and then it will go to the Provost.  

c. He added that we are not the ultimate decision makers of what is acceptable due 
to the pressures of the other schools. However, we have to consider the political 
concerns and risks that may follow.  

7) A Faculty Council Member presented information she received from research on 
CAS’s Expository Writing Program. 
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a. CAS and SPS are the only schools that have Language Lecturer titles. As of right 
now the Expository Writing Program is petitioning to have the Language Lecturer 
title converted to Clinical Assistant Professor title. They believe that they need to 
upgrade the program in order to justify the conversion to the Clinical Assistant 
Professor title. 

b. In the CAS department the qualification descriptions for the Language and Senior 
Language Lecturer are in fact different. For Language Lecturers an MA is 
required, whereas for Senior Language Lecturers MA or PhD is required.  

c. The petition for these changes would have to go to the CAS Dean and then to the 
Provost for approval. 

8) ALI Faculty and Raul responded to this comment: 
a. An ALI Faculty member mentioned that an MA degree is the terminal degree in 

the field of TESOL.  
b. Raul Sanchez added that ALI Faculty were already deemed meriting to apply for 

promotion to Clinical Assistant Professor rank. There was never mention of any 
need to upgrade the program. He added that questioning credentials is not 
productive and constructive in this process; instead, we need to build flexibility in 
the document to include existing promotion pathways, benefits, and other aspects 
as attuned to the unique character of the school. 

9) In response to the ALI’s reaction the initial comment on the changes within CAS, the 
Council member clarified:  
a. At SPS, the Master Teacher title was converted to Clinical Assistant Professor. 

She clarified that she is not making a judgment or questioning credentials; she 
was just delivering the information on what is currently happening at CAS.   

10) Further comments were made: 
a. An ALI Faculty member quoted a section from the Faculty Handbook: 

“Continuing Contract Faculty have an array of titles, which may vary depending 
on the school, and which may overlap with other Faculty titles.” She pointed out 
that there is nothing from the Faculty Handbook that prohibits the promotion path 
from Language Lecturer to Clinical Assistant Professor because each school can 
have its own “array of titles,” which does not violate the University Bylaws.  

b. Another Faculty member commented that he is an advocate of the one-school and 
one-faculty principle and believes whoever is impacted should be the ones 
making the decisions.  

c. Other ALI Faculty members added:  
i. If we are one school and one faculty, why create a policy that can hurt other 

faculty? 
ii. This is a stripping of our rights and a questioning of our credentials. 

11) Faculty Council Chair, Anne Marie responded that it has been challenging for the 
Faculty Council. Everything mentioned here is good feedback, which we can take 
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back to the Council to make improvements with the Policy. Anne Marie also added 
that the promotion document is published on the OAFA website, but because it does 
not say ‘draft’ on it, it is natural for people to believe that what is posted there is an 
official document.  
a. To this comment, an ALI faculty asked what prompted an inquiry into the ALI 

promotion process given that the directive of the interim Dean was to draft a 
policy for one unified full-time continuing contract faculty. 

b. Anne Marie responded that it was not a matter of questioning credentials but 
rather an attempt to ensure that the new appointment, reappointment and 
promotion document for SPS is consistent with University guidelines. 

12) A faculty member commented:  
a. There is no analogue in the rest of the school with the ALI Faculty. 
b. This meeting is an attempt to raise concerns of the current draft and for the 

Faculty Council to reconcile those concerns.  
c. It should be noted, whatever we do propose to submit, will be informed by the 

feedback we get from tonight’s meeting. The policy may not be aligned with the 
other schools’ policies in the university, but that is okay because SPS is a unique 
school. 

13) Questions regarding ALI promotion document were brought up: 
a. A Council member asked: If the promotion document was published on the 

OAFA website and already approved, why can’t the Provost Office find records 
of it? Also, why is there a separate ALI promotion policy from the other 
promotion policy for SPS faculty in the first place?  

b. Anne Marie added that further elaboration on the approval process is warranted. 
The Faculty Council consulted OAFA for clarification. 

c. An ALI Faculty member explained: 
i. The ALI promotion document was approved by the RTP committee and then 

the Dean. As a result, a number of ALI faculty promotions were individually 
approved by the Provost.  

ii. Reasons why there was a separate ALI promotion document: 
• ALI Faculty course load and teaching contact hours are very different 

(total 190 hours). 
• ALI Faculty length of contract (11 months). 
• Other faculty duties such as student advising and assessment.  
• MA degree being the terminal degree in the TESOL field. 

 
C. Other Major Changes in the Appointment and Reappointment Policy 

Anne Marie moved on to discuss the other major changes in the new appointment and 
reappointment policy draft.  
1) The contract length for faculty members would be 3 years and 5 years.  
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2) There will be a new committee called the Reappointment Promotion Committee 
(RPC) that will use peer review for all reappointment and promotion applications.  
a. The committee will conduct peer reviews for all re-appointment and promotion 

cases for SPS Faculty. It will be a joint committee where there will be full 
division representation.  

b. For re-appointments, there will be a sub RPC committee that will have two 
division representatives and one alternative external reviewer. This should serve 
as a quick and easy routine process for reappointments.  

c. Promotions will be reviewed by the entire RPC.  
3) The third change would be to regularize 9-month appointments for all faculty, which 

could mean that the ALI faculty members who are on 11-month contracts will receive 
an extra stipend for teaching in the summer.  
a. An ALI Faculty asked whether this would mean that ALI Faculty salaries will be 

reduced as a result.  
b. Anne Marie responded: If changes do happen, it would have to be salary neutral, 

meaning that this should not affect anyone’s salary negatively. The salary will be 
recalculated; you will get paid for the 9 months and then receive an extra stipend 
for the additional 2 months.  

 
D. Some final concluding comments were made regarding the Appointment and 

Reappointment policy: 
1) Would it be possible to find ways that we can function as one faculty and still 

recognize the differences in roles?  
2) If there is an ALI promotion document that is already approved, why can we not just 

add the language to the new appointment and reappointment policy? ALI faculty have 
not made a request to be changed to a 9-month appointment from 11 months. Instead, 
is it possible to have the policy mention both 9 and 11-month appointments? Or 
should the length of appointment be mentioned at all? 

 
 
The Meeting was adjourned at 6:06pm. 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
Yuna Seong 
Faculty Council Secretary 
Sarah Murslim 
Faculty Council Assistant 


