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Faculty Council School-Wide Full Faculty Meeting 
Thursday, May 2nd, 2019 

7 East 12th Street, Room 321 
4:30pm-6:30pm  

 
 

The SPS Faculty Council Chair Anne Marie Goetz called the meeting to order at 4:37pm.  
 
PART I 
 
1. Clay Shirky, Vice Provost for Educational Technology. 

Clay gave an overview of his and his office’s role in course development (onsite, online, 
blended, credit, and non-credit) and discussed policy on intellectual property, new language 
for the adjunct MOUs, and NYU’s latest initiatives for educational technology.   

 

A. Policy on Intellectual Property  
In 2012, NYU released a policy that detailed information on copyright for intellectual 
property. Another policy on use of copyrighted materials was released in 2014. Clay 
proceeded to point out a couple of key points of the intellectual property policy.  

 
• University policy offers guidelines. Schools have some flexibility in instantiating the 

policy.  
• NYU adopts a Dual Ownership/Licensing Model:  

a. NYU has the authority to use the materials developed by faculty.  
b. Faculty can also use the materials outside of the school as long as there is no 

conflict of interest (e.g., teaching the same course at another university). 
 

Clay opened the floor to questions:  
1) If a faculty member receives an old syllabus and reworks the syllabus, does the syllabus 

become his/her own? 
Clay: It is important to not think in terms of ownership. If you put substantial work into 
the syllabus, then you can use it; however, this does not mean NYU cannot use it with 
other faculty members. The course you taught can be taught by other faculty members.  

2) When faculty members are asked to upload their syllabus to the SPS website, is this 
giving NYU permission to use the syllabus?  
Clay: Yes. This is an example of giving NYU license to the syllabus. NYU will be able 
to use the syllabus for future course iterations.  

3) If a faculty member records a lecture and uploads it to NYU Classes, can this recording 
be used at other schools? 
Clay: Yes, it can. It becomes more complicated when other faculty members are in the 
video recording as this will indicate that the material is a result of joint creation. 

4) Can NYU borrow my materials without telling me? 
Clay: Yes, because the ownership is between NYU and the faculty member.  

5) Is it possible for a faculty member to create all the materials for a course and then have 
the school administration give an adjunct faculty the materials to teach the same course? 

https://www.nyu.edu/about/policies-guidelines-compliance/policies-and-guidelines/policy-intellectual-property.html
https://www.nyu.edu/content/dam/nyu/compliance/documents/CopyrightedMaterials.1.6.14.pdf
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Clay: Yes, because this is in the agreement you signed.  
6) What if students or others sell and distribute syllabus and materials on websites?  

Clay: NYU directly goes after those sites for copyright violations.  
7) Will a faculty member have to sign an MOU if they are designing a new course? 

Clay: If they would like to get paid, yes. Technically, faculty must get paid for 
designing a new course. 

 
B. New Language for Adjunct MOUs 

Currently NYU is designing new MOUs. NYU will offer the course designer a non-
exclusive license for materials to which s/he contributed substantially (e.g. syllabus, 
instructional texts, etc.). NYU will have sole discretion in determining whether joint 
faculty contribution or substantial NYU investment was involved. 
 
Excerpts of new language: 
• “NYU acknowledges the course designer’s expertise in creating materials for these 

courses.” 
• “Nothing in this agreement shall restrict you from using that expertise to create 

similar content in other forms, or for other institutions, in a manner consistent with 
NYU’s Conflict of Commitment/Interest of policies.” 

• “The course, considered as a whole, and all instructional material generated with 
substantial input from other faculty or staff, are considered commissioned works 
under this agreement. NYU will retain ownership of and intellectual property rights 
for this material.” 

 
Clay opened the floor for questions and comments:  
1) Comment: “Similar content” is not inclusive to using the same content - the language 

should be changed to reflect that.  
2) Will the new MOUs be retroactive?  

Clay: No, it cannot be retroactive. 
3) Then is it possible to offer the new MOU to faculty members who previously signed 

old MOUs? 
Clay: Possibly. It can happen. I will further look into this. 

 

2. Announcement of Election results 
 

A. Faculty Council 
• Lee Igel (Tisch Institute for Global Sport) 
• Stuart Brodsky (Schack Institute of Real Estate)  
• Manish Srivastava (Schack Institute of Real Estate) 
• Sean Hennessey (Tisch Center of Hospitality and Tourism) 
• Sylvia Maier (Center for Global Affairs) 
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B. Assessment Committee 
• Shant Melkonian (Division of Languages) 
• Jukka Laitamaki (Tisch Center of Hospitality and Tourism) 
• Adjunct representative election will be held shortly 

 
C. Rank Title and Privilege (RTP) Committee 

• Christopher Gaffney (Tisch Center of Hospitality and Tourism) 
• Tara Tarpey (Division of Languages) 
• Abby Porter Mack (Division of Languages) 

 
3. RTP Committee Update by Cameron Myler (Chair) 

 
A. Adjunct Faculty Timeline: 

1) May 31: Adjunct Faculty members will need to submit an “Intent to Apply for 
Promotion” document (1 page).  

2) July 1: Academic Leaders (Associate Dean or Academic Director) will verify and 
confirm the eligibility of each candidate and submit the Intent to Apply forms for all 
eligible candidates to the Office of Academic and Faculty Affairs (OAFA).  

3) September 3: Faculty must submit their completed applications to their Academic 
Leader. 

4) October 1: Academic Leaders will: 
a. Review all application materials and verify that portfolios are complete. 
b. Write a letter in support of candidates’ applications. 
c. Sign and submit portfolio form to OAFA. 
d. If Academic Leader cannot support the application, the candidate must be 

informed by October 15. 
5) OAFA sends applications to RTP Committee.   
6) RTP Committee reviews and makes recommendations to approve, defer or deny.  
7) SPS Dean reviews recommendations, makes final decisions and communicates 

decisions to faculty.  
 

B. Full-Time Faculty Timeline: 
1) May 31: Faculty submit application materials to their Academic Leader. 
2) June 21: Academic Leaders will: 

a. Review all application materials and verify that portfolios are complete. 
b. Write a letter in support of candidates’ applications. 
c. Sign and submit portfolio form to OAFA. 
d. If Academic Leader cannot support the application, the candidate must be 

informed by July 15. 
3) OAFA sends applications to RTP Committee. 
4) RTP Committee reviews and makes recommendations to approve, defer or deny. 
5) SPS Dean reviews recommendations, makes final decisions and communicates 

decisions to faculty. 
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PART II 
 
Full-Time Faculty discussed the Appointment, Reappointment and Promotion (ARP) policy in 
Room 321. Adjunct Faculty had a breakout listening session about issues related to Clay Shirky's 
talk, course development and allotment, academic communities of practice, and intellectual 
property in room 322 moderated by Julia Keefer, the Faculty Council Adjunct Representative. 
 
1. Full-Time Faculty Discussion on ARP 

 
A. Contract Length 

 
Most recent ARP draft proposes: 

• Clinical Professor: Initial contract – 3 yrs; Subsequent contracts – 5 yrs) 
• Clinical Associate Professor: (Initial contract – 3 yrs; Subsequent contracts – 3 yrs) 
• Clinical Assistant Professor: (Initial contract - 2 yrs; Subsequent contracts – 2 yrs) 
• Language lecture and Senior Language Lecturers (Initial contract - 2 yrs; 

Subsequent contracts – 2 yrs) 
 
Comments and Questions on 2-year initial appointment: 
1) Reappointment process occurs in the penultimate year. When decision of non-

reappointment is made (March), this gives faculty only six months to find another job 
until the upcoming Fall semester. 

2) Having initial and subsequent 2-year contracts is unique to SPS. There are no other 
schools that have a series of 2-year contracts. For instance, CAS has 1 to 3-year 
contracts but 3-year appointments are made in practice. 

3) Counter proposal was suggested: Initial contract 2 years and subsequent contracts of 
2-3 years. 

4) Question: What is the rationale for having 2-year contracts instead of 3? 
 

B. Reappointment and Promotions Committee (RPC) 
1) The reappointment and promotion review processes call for huge demands on a small 

number of faculty. 
2) To reduce RPC’s workload, should there be a mechanical review process perhaps by 

OAFA before going to RPC? 
3) Should reappointments be handled by each department/division? How can we 

establish meaningful peer review? Policy can provide guidelines, but departments 
should have flexibility in reviewing reappointments. 

4) Promotion: Associate Deans will be reviewing promotion recommendations from RPC. 
What role will the Associate Deans have in the process? 

 
C. Language on Coordinators has been eliminated 

1) Does this presuppose that we will only be teaching faculty? This is unclear. 
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2. Adjunct Faculty Listening Session 

 
A. Reaction to Clay Shirky's talk: 

1) Adjuncts were pleased to learn the latest about the "co-licensing" of materials from 
course development where they can use what they’ve created for their books, articles, 
and other courses even though it is also NYU's to use and share with other faculty.  

2) The wording is still being perfected for new MOUs, so adjunct faculty would like to 
know if the new MOU is retroactive. What are the rules for faculty who signed the 
old MOU? 

B. Course Development:  
Several adjuncts who had been developing new courses for months that they will not 
teach said that the remuneration of $1500 to $3000 is not adequate for work that may 
sometimes require more time than teaching a regular course if they include all the 
revisions, consults, media, and implementation of new technology and assessment. 
Therefore, reimbursement for some courses should be at least $6000, especially because 
NYU might use this material profitably for years. 

C. Curricular Development:  
Adjuncts would like the opportunity to participate more in curricular development and 
know more about curricular changes in their departments and concentrations. Deans and 
Directors ask adjuncts for ideas but perhaps a more consistent pipeline could be set up to 
actually implement these ideas.  

D. Academic Communities of Practice (ACP): 
1) Three or four adjuncts in this group are also coordinators. They described their 

experiences observing peers. These were positive learning experiences for both 
observer and observe. The adjunct coordinators do some administrative work but do 
not make decisions about course allotment, hiring, firing, and curricular changes.  

2) Some of the full-time coordinators tweaked the observation form, did not use the SPS 
standard form, or used it but never gave the comments to the observee so they could 
also write their reactions. Are the observation forms kept in files and for how long? 
Some adjuncts want to be promoted but do not know if the administration still has 
forms from the past. Some adjuncts were never observed and do not even know who 
their coordinator is.  

3) Some adjuncts were observed but felt that the comments were biased because the 
coordinator favors adjuncts with similar writing and teaching styles, research interests 
and values. Intellectual diversity is important for both faculty and students and leads 
to healthy debate if done with respect and tolerance. NYU has improved substantially 
with diversity and inclusion related to race, gender and religion but needs more work 
on intellectual diversity within and across departments. Sometimes coordinators from 
other fields give a less biased observation but they can only comment on pedagogy, 
not the content.  

4) More clarity is needed to let every adjunct know the emails of their coordinator, 
director, and dean. There has been cataclysmic turnover at SPS at all levels of the 
administration, full-time, and adjuncts over the past two years so veteran adjuncts 
may be as confused as new hires. Some coordinators and directors may take weeks or 
months to answer emails and this adds to the confusion.  
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5) CAES does a good job of onboarding new adjuncts in terms of syllabus, learning 
outcomes, NYU classes etc. but a more consistent plan is needed for the ACP. 

6) Meetings: Some adjuncts never go to meetings but many coordinators only have 
meetings once a year or every two years. The job description says coordinators are 
supposed to have one meeting a semester but apparently this does not always happen. 
Perhaps online asynchronous meetings or adjunct-led meetings can be organized. 

7) Communication gets murky around reappointment time and many adjuncts are left in 
the dark. The Union specifies dates for reappointment but some administrators do not 
always follow them. When adjuncts are not given the courses to which they are 
entitled, they may not choose to pursue it legally with the Union for fear of getting 
severance pay and losing their NYU job. Problems with reappointment can be related 
to low enrollment but also to internal politics, curricular change, or favoritism. 
Transparent and honest communication is needed at all levels.  

8) Over the past few years too many classes have been canceled due to low enrollment. 
Adjuncts are frustrated because they want to do more to promote themselves and their 
courses, not just a faculty newsletter or a website buried in other administrative 
details. Their accomplishments should be on websites so students know who they are 
and there must be a faster, easier way to showcase courses.  

9) ACPs are related to adjunct promotion because some adjuncts don't trust their 
coordinators to give them a fair observation. Because promotion takes so long (for 
some it took two years) many adjuncts would rather spend their time teaching, 
writing, researching, and working instead of preparing portfolios for which they will 
get no fiscal raise. Cameron's presentation on the RTP committee seemed to imply 
that things will be faster and more efficient in the future but there is still no pay 
increase and it is very time consuming.  

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


