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Minutes  
Faculty Council School-Wide Full Faculty Meeting  

Thursday, February 14th, 2019  
5:15pm 7 East 12th Street, Room 321 

 
 
The SPS Faculty Council Chair Anne Marie Goetz called the meeting to order at 5:18pm.  
 
1. Committee Membership 

Anne Marie announced that there will be a number of upcoming vacancies on the three SPS 
standing committees (Assessment, Grievance, and Rank, Title and Privilege) and the Faculty 
Council. She also stressed the importance of the faculty’s active participation in shared 
governance. The lack of nominations and people stepping forward is a challenge because of 
the small number of full-time faculty members (approximately 69). A separate committee is 
also needed for the Distinguished Teaching Award (DTA), and will be formed at the 
beginning of the Fall semester. 

 
2. Appointment Reappointment and Promotion (ARP) Policy 
 

A. Anne Marie noted that the current draft has not yet been reviewed by the Dean. 
Comments collected from the meeting will be shared with the Dean. Members of the 
Faculty Council Policy Drafting Subcommittee were introduced: Anne Marie, Raul 
Sanchez, Clif Hubby, Edward Kleinert, and Antonios Saravanos as ex officio member. 
She invited comments on the Appointment, Reappointment and Promotion Policy draft, 
and noted: 
- Comments should identify priority issues that faculty want the Council to defend; 
- Comments should be mindful that proposals need to be practical, implementable, and 

promote the effective functioning and quality of work of the School; 
- All comments will be recorded faithfully and minutes will be shared; 
- Individuals that would like to raise concerns anonymously may forward comments to 

Yuna Seong, the Faculty Council Secretary or their Faculty Council Representatives 
to have comments included in the minutes. The comments will remain anonymous; 

 
B. Clif led the discussion on the policy. Clif also emphasized that the FC and the 

subcommittee are open to hearing and receiving comments from all faculty. Clif opened 
the discussion by explaining the approach used to create the document. The Policy 
Drafting Sub-committee used models from other NYU schools (e.g., Gallatin) that have a 
wide variety of disciplines, which mirror the nature of SPS. It is meant to be a general 
policy document without addressing minute details. The sections 1) Definition, Rights 
and Responsibilities, 2) Policy and Practices for Appointment and Reappointment, and 3) 
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Promotion were discussed in order. He outlined each section and highlighted issues to 
discuss.  

 
1) Definition, Rights and Responsibilities 

 
General Comments 

a. The current document is better than the earlier version. It is clearer and more 
accessible. 

b. It is a step forward in terms of one-faculty principle.  
c. Some faculty members urged the FC to move forward and implement a 

reappointment policy.  
 
Section A.1 and A.2: Definition of Full-Time Continuing Contract Faculty (FTCCF)  

a. A.2 was added because the Division of Languages faculty are mostly on 11-
month contracts, unlike faculty on degree programs who are on 9-month 
contracts. There is also a difference in expectations of teaching contact hours 
for degree program faculty and those in the Division of Languages. 

b. ALI Faculty requested that the Division of Languages be included in section 
A.1. A.1 and A.2 can be combined into one section and the A.2 paragraph can 
be put under A.1. This is because everything under A.1 applies to the faculty 
in Division of Languages. Combining the two sections also better reflects the 
one-faculty principle. 

c. Correction was made from 186 contact hours to 180. This change will go into 
effect in Fall, 2019. 

 
Three or five-year terms for appointment (Section C) 
There was strong consensus that defending three and five-year contracts is important, 
with three-year initial contracts as the standard initial appointment at all levels. 

 
Initial hires include a one-year probationary period. 
Opinions were split on whether the 1-year probationary period is necessary. 

a. Pros:  
- For new hires, there needs to be a way to terminate the appointment when 

performance is unsatisfactory.  
- We have responsibility to students to ensure quality instruction. There 

needs to be a check-in about faculty performance as early as possible to 
identify any problems. 

b. Cons:  
- One year does not give faculty a chance or sufficient time to develop.  
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- Some newer or junior incoming faculty may take time to perform up to 
par. It is hard to reach a high achievement standard from the start and the 
one-year probation with early performance reviews may eliminate 
promising faculty who need more time. The rationale for such a short 
probationary period is not clear. 

 
2) Reappointment 

 
Clif outlined the reappointment process:  

- Reappointment will be a routine and quick process completed through peer 
review by an ad hoc subcommittee of the Reappointment and Promotion 
Committee (RPC).  

- The ad hoc committee will be made up of two elected division representatives 
and one randomly assigned external reviewer from the broader RPC.  

- The RPC subcommittee, the leader of the academic unit, and SPS Dean’s 
recommendations will inform reappointment decisions. For any disagreement, 
a written rationale must be provided.  

- Reappointment takes place in the penultimate year. If non-reappointment 
occurs, faculty will have a full year to grieve or seek other employment 
opportunities.  

 
Criteria for Reappointment 
Comments and questions: 

- Is there reference to the faculty expectations and what are those expectations? 
- What are the criteria for reappointment? Promotion section has clear criteria, 

but reappointment does not. The sections on reappointment and promotion 
should mirror each other. 

 
Section E, number 3 on “Additional materials” 

- “Additional materials” for reappointment on p. 8 E.3 needs clarification. 
Additional to what? What does this mean? This should be standardized (e.g., 
everyone must submit additional syllabi from recent x years.)  

- Can this be moved to the “may also include” section?  
 
Timeline:  

- Now reappointment materials will be based on calendar year (not academic 
year). However, can the FAR and reappointment process timelines be better 
aligned?  
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Feasibility/Practicality 
- Practicality is daunting. The RPC is too large and handling a large number of 

reappointments and promotions annually will not be feasible. 
- RPC will require full-time faculty participation and work but the number of 

full-time faculty is limited. RPC will be made of 2 elected representatives from 
each division, plus one alternate. What about departments that have small full-
time faculty? 

- Should smaller divisions merge?  
 

Merit Increase 
- There was a question on how merit increase will be handled. Also, the criteria 

for Below Expectation, Meets Expectation, and Exceeds Expectation need to be 
clear. 

- Anne Marie clarified that the RPC subcommittee will not be making merit 
increase recommendations. The committee will solely be responsible for 
reappointment. 

 
Peer Review  
Discussion on the pros and cons of having peer review continued. 

a. Pros: 
- Peer review is standard university practice and is in all of the policies 

across the university. 
- Having peer review is better than having the academic leader of the unit or 

SPS Dean be the sole decision makers. Having a peer review provides a 
sense of protection. 

- It builds collegiality and brings objectivity in the process. 
- We are all academics; we should be able to make judgments based on 

collected evidence. 
b. Cons: 

- RPC has power and there is judgement involved. What if the RPC does 
not support or recommend reappointment/promotion?  

- Feasibility of having a large RPC and handling a large number of 
reappointment and promotion cases is questionable. 

- Although other schools are using a peer review system, the unique nature 
of SPS may make collaboration across divisions challenging, and this may 
prevent flexibility. 
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3) Promotion 
 

Clif summarized the promotion process: 
- Promotions will be reviewed by the entire RPC and the review process will be 

more rigorous. RPC writes their recommendation and disagreements must be 
clearly stated in written dissenting opinions. 

- Timeline for promotion: In the fifth year, faculty will apply for reappointment, 
and in the sixth year faculty may apply for promotion. Current language in the 
document allows early promotion for exceptional cases. 

- Clif suggested looking carefully at the criteria for promotion to Associate and 
Full professor, which require extensive teaching experience and contribution to 
respective fields. He also noted that there is an emphasis on teaching given that 
SPS is primarily a teaching-oriented institution.  

 
General Questions 

- Will RPC replace the role of the Rank, Title and Privilege Committee? Yes. 
- What about adjunct promotions? The number of reappointment and promotion 

cases that need reviews will be unmanageable. 
 

Reference to past promotion documents 
a. ALI faculty asked why there is a link to the Process and Criteria for 

Promotion of American Language Institute Faculty document removed from 
Section VI on page 12 in the case of promotion of Division of Languages 
faculty but not in the case of full-time faculty in degree programs. Also, they 
asked that language be integrated under Section A (page 9) instead of 
separating ALI faculty in a different section (VI: Division of Languages: 
Promotion). 
- If the document for non-ALI faculty will no longer be used, reference to 

the ALI document is also not needed.  
- Process and Criteria for Promotion documents have existed for both ALI 

and non-ALI faculty, and both documents mirror each other. The only 
differences pertain to contract length and contact hours. 

- The 6-point criteria list for promotion in Section B (page 10) reflects the 
existing ALI document, and therefore, should apply to ALI faculty as well. 

- Reference to the ALI Process and Criteria for Promotion document makes 
the ALI faculty promotion criteria seem more rigorous compared the 
general list that is provided in Section B. 

b. In response to this request, Anne Marie explained that the reference to the 
Process and Criteria for Promotion of American Language Institute Faculty 
was included to show precedent at SPS of ALI promotion and to honor existing 
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practice. The separation section for Division of Languages was necessary 
because of the distinct difference in the length of contract and contact hours. A 
possible solution may be to add “Clinical Associate Professor (Division of 
Languages)” in Section A. 

 
3. Closing Remarks 

A. Anne Marie concluded the discussion on the ARP policy and noted that all comments 
will be brought back to the Policy Drafting Subcommittee for discussion. 

B. Anne Marie also reminded the faculty that March 26 will be the next Faculty Council’s 
Full Faculty Meeting, and will take place in the hour before the Dean’s regular School-
wide meeting. A third Faculty Council Full-Faculty Meeting will take place on May 2. At 
this meeting, Clay Shirky, NYU Vice Provost for Educational Technologies, will give a 
talk on intellectual property and MOU. This meeting will be open to both adjunct and 
full-time faculty. 

 
The Meeting was adjourned at 6:30pm. 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
Yuna Seong 
Faculty Council Secretary 
Sarah Murslim 
Faculty Council Assistant 
 
 
 
 
  


