
Emory College Governance Committee Meeting September 11, 2013 

 

MINUTES 

 

Present:   Jocelyne Bachevalier, Keith Berland, Kevin Corrigan, Clifton Crais, Dwight 

Duffus, Arri Eisen, Robin Forman, Hazel Gold, Donald Tuten, Kim Wallen, 

Kristin Wendland 

 

Absent:  Alan Abramowitz, Anthony Martin 

 

Also present: Joanne Brzinski, Senior Associate Dean, Emory College of Arts and Sciences 

   

Administrative support:  Susan Lee  

 

 

1. Meeting called to order at 8:30 am, minutes from September 4, 2013 approved. 

2. Discussion of last semester’s Grievance Appeal 

a. Goal of GovComm is to facilitate process and ensure bylaws are fulfilled.  

While GovComm must address the appeal expeditiously, the committee is 

in uncharted territory and must be cautious to ensure proper procedures 

are followed.  After reviewing Roberts Rules of Order, the committee 

determined that the appeal could be heard even if not raised at the first 

faculty meeting.  Will make that clear to community, along with the 

principle that it is more important to handle the appeal properly than to 

move quickly. 

b. The committee elucidated separate, overlapping issues: the nature of the 

appeal, the grounds for the appeal, the processes of appeal, and what kinds 

of motions would be consistent with a grievance committee appeal, given 

the committee’s jurisdiction of investigating and hearing grievances, and 

advising the dean.    

c. To clarify these issues, the committee agreed that as expeditiously as 

possible GovComm will draft a communication to the appellants 

requesting the grounds upon which they are appealing (see note from 
9/13/2013 below that describes the discovery of an appeal with 
grounds that was submitted May 3, 2013 to former chair Stefan 
Lutz]), and that in that communication GovComm will outline the 

jurisdiction of the Grievance Committee and thus kinds of appeals that are 

consistent with the bylaws.    

3. Discussion of appeal of LTF Promotion Committee decision on last year’s 

decision not to renew contracts of LTF in particular departments and programs 

a. Relevant documents seem clear, and state that if college will no longer 

support a position that position can be eliminated.   Bylaws seem to 

prohibit appeals of LTFPC decisions.  There is some perceived ambiguity 

in the bylaws since the appeals mechanism excludes from appeal “actions 

of the Lecture Track Faculty Promotion Committee on matters of 

promotion.”  However, the only jurisdiction of the committee in the 

bylaws is to “review all promotions at the rank of senior lecturer and 



professor of pedagogy, practice, or performance.”   The bylaws thus seem 

clear that the work of this committee is not reviewable by the full faculty. 

b. A motion was made to state that the appeal was not allowed by the 

bylaws.  All but two members voted in support of the motion, with one 

against and one abstention.  The Dean noted that the two unsupportive 

votes were in fact from an appellant and a member of the LTFPC.  The 

chair thanked the Dean for the reminder, which was important given that 

the committee had discussed the week before that Kevin Corrigan could 

participate in the discussion but that if a vote was needed should recuse 

himself – which he had agreed he would be happy to do if asked.  The 

chair then asked the committee how to address the situation.  Kim Wallen 

recused himself due to his participation in hearing the original LTFPC 

petition.  Kevin Corrigan also recused himself*.  The revised vote total 

was announced as “unanimous support with two recusals”, to which there 

was no objection raised.   *This is disputed by Kevin Corrigan. 

c. The committee is sensitive to the extreme importance of handling these 

appeals properly.  Therefore, rather than simply stating to the appellants 

that the appeal cannot go forward, the decision was made to communicate 

the reasons the appeal does not appear to be consistent with the bylaws, 

and to request the appellants clarify how it could be.  There was an 

agreement that if the appellants can demonstrate how an appeal of an 

LTFPC decision is consistent with the bylaws, then the appeal would be 

brought before the full faculty.   

4. Proposals to change bylaws on issues of electronic voting 

a.  The committee will consider by email and then in the next meeting 

drafted language on this. 

5. Recruiting replacements for standing committee vacancies  

a. The committee will consider replacements by email and then in the next 

meeting. 

b. Committee approved Admissions and Scholarship Committee’s selection 

of a new chair to fill that vacancy. 

6. One item on Sept full faculty meeting agenda will be a second vote on changes to 

college curriculum important for SAACS accreditation. 

7. Committee agreed that given the importance of issues being considered we should 

meet weekly rather than monthly, including a meeting next week, Sept 18, 2013. 

8. Meeting adjourned at 9:50am. 

 

  



Note added 9/13/2013.  An email communication from the appellants, sent to former 

Govcom chair Stefan Lutz on May 3, 2013 by David Armstrong, was located.  The email 

clarifies the nature of the appeal and the motion the appellants wish to bring before the 

faculty.  (see memo from Govcom to appellants dated September 16, 2013).  Govcom 

agrees with the appellants that the emailed motion is consistent with the bylaws, and the 

appeal will thus be heard at the September 25, 2013 College Faculty Meeting. 
 


