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Minutes 
Faculty Council School-wide Full Faculty Meeting  

Monday, October 15, 2018 
4:30 pm Kimmel Center, Eisner and Lubin Auditorium, 4th Floor  

 
The SPS Faculty Council Chair Anne Marie Goetz called the meeting to order at 4:40 p.m. 
 

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), Mary Ann 
Hallenborg (Vice Chair, Schack Institute of Real Estate), Yuna Seong (Secretary, 
Division of Languages), Raul Sanchez (Division of Languages), Sharr Prohaska (Tisch 
Center for Hospitality and Tourism), Lee Igel (Tisch Institute for Global Sport), Steven 
Pedigo (Schack), Julia Keefer (Adjunct Representative), Clif Hubby (Division of Applied 
Undergraduate Studies), Edward Kleinert (Division of Programs in Business). 

 
2. Faculty Election Results: 

a. Faculty Council Election: Edward Kleinert elected as Division of Programs in 
Business (DPB) representative. 

b. Election results for the Rank, Title, and Privilege (RTP) and Assessment 
committees will be announced separately. 

 
3. Policy Updates: 

a. Full-Time Faculty Appointment and Reappointment Policy: ‘one faculty’ principle. 
 

The Faculty Council Chair, Anne Marie Goetz, provided an update on the Full-time 
Faculty Appointment and Reappointment Policy, the Faculty Council’s actions in 
relation to its commitment to the principle of consistent treatment of full-time 
continuing contract faculty (the ‘one faculty’ principle), and on implications of the 
transition in SPS leadership. 

 
• Points made:  

o The Faculty Council is committed to the school’s effectiveness and viability 
and the professionalism and productivity of faculty. 

o Faculty, however, have not in the past been fully consulted on or included in 
a number of school decisions including structural and program changes and 
the investment in expanded administrative roles and functions in recent 
years in spite of principles of joint and shared governance.  

o The Interim Dean’s tenure has been extended until the end of 2020. This 
represents a valuable opportunity to use this period of transition to review 
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out work and market conditions, and to ensure that management and 
administrative functions are appropriate to our mission. We do not know if 
the departure of the former Dean has implications for the management of the 
School, but faculty certainly have many constructive ideas about how to 
address obstacles to effectiveness. 

o Our faculty must seize this moment of opportunity and fully engage in joint 
and shared governance, contribute to professionalism, sensible management, 
and thoughtful engagement in decision making.  

o Faculty should also fully take up professional opportunities including 
research opportunities, professional development in areas of teaching and 
technology use, and opportunities to elevate the profile of the School in our 
activities as public intellectuals and industry experts. 

o At the same time, some decisions made in the past need reflection and 
adjustment/correction. Most immediately in need to adjustment is the 
Appointment and Reappointment Policy document.  

o The exclusion of full-time non-degree contract faculty from the policy (with 
a view to developing a dedicated policy for this category of faculty) was not 
a decision vetted across the faculty, but rather, was presented by the former 
Dean. Building distinctions between categories of full-time continuing 
contract faculty is a problem of democratic justice because over a quarter of 
the full-time faculty were not given the opportunity to participate in that 
decision because they were not allowed to vote in the referendum on the 
policy for faculty teaching in degree programs.  

o The Faculty Council feel that this differentiation between faculty teaching 
degree and non-degree programs makes no sense from the point of view of 
joint and shared governance, nor from the perspective of effective 
management of the School, given that some faculty engage in both degree 
and non-degree teaching. Therefore, the Faculty Council is exploring ways 
of addressing and correcting this problem, in conversation with the Interim 
Dean.  

 
b. Interim Full-Time Faculty Grievance Policy and flow chart: 

Hard copies of the Grievance Policy were distributed at the meeting. Ed Kleinert 
will be presenting detailed updates at the Dean’s School-wide Faculty Meeting 
starting at 5:30 pm.  

 
4. Update on Faculty Council’s work and priorities: 

a. A major project of the Faculty Council will be working on revising and 
resubmitting the Appointment and Reappointment Policy. 

b. The second project is revising the Faculty Council Charter. 
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• This will be an opportunity to do a root and branch review of the Charter. 
• The Faculty Council will consider joining other schools in the University in 

substituting for the Charter a set of bylaws that show the relationship between 
faculty, administration, and students. 

• The revision of the Charter provides an opportunity to review the management 
and organizational structure of the school and consider the leadership and 
decision-making structures.  

• Revising bylaws will be done in collaboration with the Dean. 
• Other schools’ bylaws can serve as useful reference. 

 
5. Brainstorm/Feedback Session: 

The meeting was opened for joint discussion on a) Faculty Appreciation Week, b) 
Academic Communities of Practice (ACP), and c) CAES. The following is the summary 
of feedback received: 
 

a. Faculty Appreciation Week: 
• What is its perceived/defined value? 
• There is positive reaction to the awards for service and teaching – much 

appreciated and the recognition is greatly valued. Add outstanding faculty 
member of the year to the list of usual awards? 

• On the other hand, there were some faculty that think that the events are forced 
and inconsequential. These events (outside of the School awards) are not known 
to be held at other institutions. 

• Who is being appreciated by whom and for what? There is a lack of clarity on 
who is expressing the appreciation and why this is needed, particularly if 
students are involved since many already express their assessment of faculty 
through evaluations and less formal means. Appreciation by students should be 
left to spontaneous expressions of appreciation (not institutionalized). There 
were suggestions that students could run teaching awards (or student nominated 
awards for SPS) but this may be seen as overly directive. 

• In addition to Teaching Excellence and Outstanding Service, there should be an 
award for Publications and Research, including ongoing research, applied 
research, cross-disciplinary research, and unconventional research since NYU 
Central is now recognizing SPS for these things. 

• The events create further meetings and obligations within a single week for 
faculty without any real clear gain. Events need to be more community-building 
and consistent with faculty interests. Perhaps it could be a month or a semester 
to space out activities and permit more participation?  
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• There should be more informal socializing and networking among faculty, 
students, administrators, and alumni from different schools, not just scripted 
events. 

• Communications do not make adjuncts feel included or inspired to attend. 
• Many of the events during the week are great (e.g., tea with the Dean, wine 

tasting, Opera tickets) but often these take place during teaching time so many 
cannot participate. 

• One way to express appreciation of faculty would be not only more recognition 
of research, but recognition of teaching.  Perhaps each division could identify 
faculty who volunteer, on one particular week, to have their classes opened to 
faculty and administrators from across the school who are interested to attend. 

• Online classes:  over 2/3 of courses online are managed by faculty who are 
offsite and not in Manhattan – how is their contribution appreciated? Do they 
have access to these events? 

 
b. Academic Communities of Practice (ACP): Share good practices and concerns. 

• Title lacks clarity. Does it refer to the individual or the group? 
• Are ACP Leaders the same as Coordinators? What's the difference? 
• Administrators should not impose a top-down cookie cutter template on what 

ACP coordinators should do. Each division has different needs and must 
respond to rapidly changing student trends.  

• Needs standards and guidelines on good practice: 
o The ways of hiring and granting duties to ACP leaders are unclear. 
o Unclear as to what the leader role actually is (resembles work of a 

department chair/academic director).  
o Do all divisions use ACP leaders (e.g.: CALA)? Some divisions lack input 

by faculty into curriculum development. 
Number of observations that the ACP coordinator should conduct. (Some 
coordinators supervise 150 adjuncts, others 4-6). Yet, it is unsure as to 
merits of standardizing ADP roles across departments because size matters. 

o How frequently should observations be repeated? 
o ACP is sometimes an adjunct, sometimes full-time – what are the 

differences?  
o Unclear lines of authority over which courses and faculty each ACP leader 

oversees (some divisions have conflicts where more than one ACP leader 
oversees the same subject areas). 

o Confusion over which person oversees the division (DPB) and who has 
authority over syllabi (adjuncts don’t seem to know who their ACP leader 
is). 
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o Is there standard practice on frequency of communication between ACP 
leaders? 

• Should ACP leaders and coordinators be classroom observers when their roles 
should be formative? Observation reports are evaluative. The problem is the 
mismatch between the intent (formative) and use (evaluative) of classroom 
observation reports. 

• What is the adjunct ACP leader’s role in helping full-time coordinators? 
Scheduling meetings (helps in creating participation), reviewing syllabi (some 
say don’t need, others find it very important) and observations (helps greatly 
with workload). 

• ACP functions as a managerial or administrative process so far but does not 
function as an ‘academic’ community in which there is a sharing of ideas, 
approaches, methods, achievements, or challenges within the field of study at 
issue. ACPs should address: 
o Management issues and admin – supervision, observation, recruiting. 
o Intellectual development of all ACP members. 
o Innovating and improving pedagogy and addressing student needs. 

• Some adjuncts expressed concerns about coordinators regarding unfair course 
allotment, insensitive observations, and lack of knowledge of their field.  

 
c. Center for Academic Excellence and Support (CAES): Sharing experience and 

feedback on utilizing CAES. 
• Technical support is welcome and necessary. All are open to online education 

and interested in learning more. 
• Some faculty had good experiences with CAES for course transfer from onsite 

into NYU online asynchronous, especially with one-on-one sessions.  
• Events are helpful and useful for learning. Informative and interesting. But 

CAES needs to provide more frequent and accessible opportunities for faculty 
learning. 

• The distinction between CAES and the University Center for Advanced 
Teaching need to be made clear – what is the additional value (and need for) 
CAES? 

• Instructional design has its own language and sometimes it is hard to tell what 
precisely is being addressed in the CAES workshops and offerings. 

• Some presentations are too generic to be useful for specific disciplines. 
• Online courses offered by CAES on teaching methods – these take much more 

time and can be managed by most academics – 5 modules, which take 2 to 3 
hours to complete, must be done in the space of a week. Some individuals who 
signed up for this support were unable to finish everything in a week and feel 
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that this online training ought to be provided over a longer time period – at least 
a month if not a semester. 

• CAES should help with research projects and publication. A few faculty 
members were denied help with a research project that involved SPS students 
and with online publications. In the past, NYU Central IT helped faculty with 
these kinds of projects, letting faculty take the lead while they gave suggestions 
and assistance for complex, creative designs that did not necessarily conform to 
NYU trademark templates.  

• CAES seems to be ‘top-down’ – its agenda and its choice of priority areas do 
not seem to emerge from consultation with faculty, and the delivery of academic 
content is not done in an inclusive or participatory way. For instance, some 
mentioned that CAES workshops on Mapping the Curriculum and other 
pedagogical presentations on PowerPoint sometimes seem prescriptive. This is 
especially distressing for faculty involved in qualitative learning, 
improvisational learning, creative workshops, and other pedagogy that cannot 
be measured. Learning outcomes can help organize a syllabus and they can be 
useful but should not be the only barometers of success and assessment.  

• Needs more instructional designers and consistency of staff because high 
turnover hinders work with faculty. 

• Would like to learn more about using Zoom. 
• NYU Classes seems outdated and is hard to navigate. 
• Questions: 

o Who are the CAES personnel signed into the online course sites?  
o Does such focus on technology eventually endanger in-person class 

attendance? 
 

 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
Yuna Seong 
Faculty Council Secretary 


