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To: Emory College Governance Committee and Emory College Faculty 
From: LTF Appeal Appellants and Petitioners 
Re: GovCom Reply to LTF Petition  
Date: September 16, 2013 
 
Dear Colleagues, 
 
We are writing with concerns regarding Emory College Governance Committee (GovCom) 
Chair Keith Berland’s letter of Friday, September 13, concerning the petition for a review by the 
full faculty of last year’s Lecture Track Faculty (LTF) appeal.  Below you will find background 
information on the appeal and petition, followed by a point-by-point reply to GovCom’s letter. 
 
Background and Summary 
Last spring a group of faculty members filed an appeal with the Lecture Track Faculty 
Promotion Committee (LTFPC) regarding the decision not to renew contracts of lecture track 
faculty from programs affected by the cuts and closures announced by the Dean in September 
2012.  On May 14, the LTFPC announced that it had denied the appeal based on a provision of 
the document that governs lecture track faculty employment. Believing that decision to be in 
serious error, the appellants filed a petition to appeal, which, according to the bylaws, is to be 
taken up at the next regular faculty meeting, which will be September 25.  Yet last Friday night, 
GovCom Chair Keith Berland sent the College faculty a note announcing that GovCom had 
decided that our appeal “cannot be brought to the full faculty in a manner consistent with the 
bylaws.” 
 
As we demonstrate below, GovCom’s pronouncement is invalid and wrong on all counts.   
 
According to Prof. Berland’s letter, GovCom’s decision is based on the following: 
 

1. Article V, Section 3, E(b) of the bylaws 
2. Paragraph 6.a. of the document that governs LTF employment, The Appointment and 

Review of Lecture-Track Faculty Document (ARLTF) 
3. An implicit presumption that GovCom has the authority to intervene in an appeal that 

should go straight to the faculty to decide 
 
In what follows, we will show that (1) simply does not apply in this case, (2) involves language 
that was secretly inserted into the ARLTF document without the knowledge or consent of the 
faculty just before the cuts were announced last year, and (3) is in direct conflict with the bylaws.  
Moreover, in coming to its decision, GovCom denied appellants’ requests to attend its meetings, 
refused to provide information about the status of the appeal, and prevented the appellants from 
having any meaningful input into the decision making process.  Additionally, although one 
member of GovCom voted against blocking the appeal from faculty review, following a reported 
objection by the Dean of the College, GovCom recorded the nay vote as a recusal and reported 
that the decision was unanimous. In short, GovCom and the Administration are blocking the 
faculty’s explicit right under the bylaws to review a decision of one of its standing committees.   
 
Please understand that this is about much more than the fate of a single appeal.  If these actions 
are allowed to stand, it will significantly undermine meaningful faculty governance at 
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Emory.  We urge you to read on and judge for yourselves the merits of our case, especially since 
GovCom is attempting to prevent us from presenting our appeal at the faculty meeting.   
 
Petitioners’ Response 
In its letter last Friday, GovCom requested that the petitioners explain the basis of their 
appeal.  There is no requirement that petitioners explain themselves to GovCom.  Under the 
bylaws, GovCom's only responsibility in this matter is to place our appeal on the agenda of the 
upcoming faculty meeting for the full faculty to consider.  It has refused to do so.  Given the 
misrepresentations in GovCom's letter, we believe it is important that we present our case in full, 
for your review.  In addition to the facts laid out below, we have created an online presentation, 
highlighting some of the major points of our appeal, along with documentary evidence.  It is 
available here: http://tiny.cc/v6yg3w 
 
Summary of Original LTF Appeal 
Our original appeal to the LTFPC regarding the non-renewal of our contracts cited extensive 
violations of both the Gray Book and the ARLTF, the document that governs LTF employment. 
 
Specifically, with regard to the Gray Book, we noted that in carrying out the cuts and non-
renewals: 
 
1. The Dean failed to confer with the departments, programs and faculty concerned, as required 
by Paragraph 8 of the Gray Book. 
 
2. The procedures of the proposed non-renewals were neither established nor communicated to 
the faculty prior to their implementation, as required by the Gray Book.   
 
3. There was not a “recommendation” that our contracts not be renewed, as the Gray Book 
requires.  Rather, there was a decree handed down by the College Office. 
 
The appeal also made clear that the cuts and closures announced last fall violated of the Gray 
Book’s explicit dictate that the Board of Trustees has the right to discontinue academic programs 
only in “extraordinary circumstances” and “cases of the utmost necessity.” The University never 
cited either “extraordinary circumstances” or “utmost necessity” in justifying the proposed cuts.  
In fact, just the opposite is true. In revealing the decisions to the College Governance Committee 
last fall, Dean Forman noted that the decisions were “not driven by financial crisis” but by 
“strategic considerations.” The Dean made clear, in short, that these were curricular choices and 
that they were not driven by necessity. As such, they cannot be justified under the Gray Book.  
 
Beyond these violations of the Gray Book, we also noted that the non-renewals run counter to 
the terms of the ARLTF.  Our programs and departments did not decide they no longer needed 
our services, which is the standard for non-renewal defined in the ARLTF.  Rather, the 
Administration made a unilateral decision to cut our programs and departments.  And those, 
decisions, as detailed in the grievance filed last year, violated not only the Gray Book but the 
College and University bylaws as well. 
 
LTFPC Response to the Appeal 
Despite these explicit violations, on May 14, the LTFPC rejected our appeal.  In doing so it 
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utterly ignored the multiple Gray Book violations we cited.  Instead, it based its decision on a 
policy provision to which we are not subject.   
 
The Committee’s response cited Paragraph 6.a. of the ARLTF as stating: 

 
“The department or program will be asked by the College early in the fall of the 
reappointment year whether the position should continue to be supported. If the answer is 
affirmative, and if the College plans to continue supporting the position, the review of the 
faculty member proceeds over the academic year, concluding by or near April 1.” 

The response then adds, “Based on the wording ‘and if the College plans to continue supporting 
the position,’ the committee concluded that the policy is clear that if the College no longer 
supports a position, then reappointment of that position does not occur.” 
 
But that provision was not in the ARLTF at the time we signed our contracts, nor when the cuts 
were decided. 
 
It was added in July 2012, without faculty notice or approval.   
 
It was not in the June 2010 version of the ARLTF that was in force when we signed our 
contracts.   
 
ARLTF/June 2010 

 
 
ARLTF/July 2012 
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The “new” 6.a. first appeared in a version of the ARLTF that is officially dated July 2012. But it 
did not appear on the University’s website until after the cuts were announced last fall.  
 
In an email message to one of the appellants, the chair of the LTFPC, Hiram Maxim, stated that 
his committee had not approved the changes to the ARLTF and that he was unaware they had 
been made.  (See online presentation.)  Other members of the LTFPC also indicated they had no 
knowledge of the changes. 
 
Yet one member of the committee was familiar with them.  In an email message to one of the 
appellants, LTFPC member Chris Beck wrote that there had been “discussions” about the 
changes with Senior Associate Dean of Faculty Michael Elliott. (See online presentation.)   
 
In a subsequent message, Prof. Beck indicated that he could not recall whether the LTFPC had 
voted on the changes but that, in any case, “there was no feeling that they needed to be formally 
voted on by the committee or the faculty as a whole.” (See online presentation.)   
 
Strangely, however, the LTFPC concluded that other changes to the same section of the ARLTF 
did require faculty approval.  In March 2012, the Committee proposed changes to sections 6 b 
and c of the ARLTF, regarding voting on promotion and reappointment of LTF and LTF 
evaluation procedures.  Based on concerns raised by several departments at the faculty meeting 
that month, those provisions were sent back to the LTFPC for revision.  Faculty ultimately 
approved the changes at the faculty meeting in April 2012. 
 
Yet faculty was not given the opportunity to consider or approve the changes made to section 
6.a. of the ARLTF.  Those changes simply materialized over the summer of 2012, without notice 
or a vote by faculty. 
 
The metadata for the PDF version of the ARLTF posted on the University’s website, indicates 
the document was “created” on July 18, 2012.  The “author” of the document is listed as “slee05,” 
the University ID of Susan Lee, the Executive Assistant to Dean Robin Forman.  (See online 
presentation.)   
 
The changes to the ARLTF did not appear on the University’s website until September 2012, 
sometime after the cuts were announced.  Yet the two paragraphs inserted into section 6.a. 
without faculty approval, were used first by the Administration as the grounds for not renewing 
our contracts and then by the LTFPC as the basis for denying our appeal of those non-renewals. 
 
And now it is GovCom that is using this covertly inserted provision to block our appeal of the 
LTFPC’s faulty denial of our case.  In his letter on Friday, GovCom invoked section 6.a. of the 
ARLTF as a cornerstone for committee’s decision to prevent our appeal from being taken up by 
the full faculty.  But certainly, neither the appellants nor any other lecture track faculty should be 
bound by provisions that were secretly added to the terms of their employment without faculty 
knowledge or approval.  
 
Lack of Authority 
GovCom’s attempt to prevent the faculty from taking up our appeal is invalid on other grounds 
as well.  First, GovCom has no authority to intervene in appeals of decisions of College standing 
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committees.  The College bylaws, vague as they are on other issues, are perfectly clear on this 
point.  The bylaws (Article V, Section 3) state that the “faculty of the College as a whole 
reserves to itself the power of review over the actions of its Standing Committees,” and further 
that a decision of a Standing Committee—in this case the LTFPC—“may be appealed to the 
Faculty as a whole” (V.3.A) via a petition by at least 25 faculty members.  It then states 
unambiguously (V.3.C): “Upon receipt of the petition the Chair of the Standing Committee shall 
notify the Governance Committee, who shall place the matter of the appeal on the announced 
agenda of the next regular or special meeting of the faculty.”  (Emphasis added.)  That is all.  
GovCom’s only responsibility in these matters is to facilitate a meeting at which the full faculty 
may consider the appeal.  The bylaws do not grant GovCom the authority to prevent the faculty 
from exercising its right to take up appeals, as GovCom is attempting to do.  
 
Inapplicable Provision Invoked 
Beyond its lack of authority to block our appeal, GovCom has pinned part of its argument to an 
inapplicable section of the bylaws.  In last Friday’s letter, GovCom Chair Keith Berland 
suggested that our appeal is invalid on the grounds that “the bylaws section on Review and 
Appeals specifically excludes decisions of the LTFPC from appeal procedures.”  But that is a 
mischaracterization.  Article V, Section 3.E.b of the bylaws states that actions of the LTFPC are 
excluded from appeal “on matters of promotion.”  Clearly, the LTF appeal does not concern 
matters of promotion.  Rather, it concerns the wrongful non-renewals of our contracts, an 
entirely different thing.  This provision does not apply to our situation and cannot be used to 
block our appeal. The faculty retains the right of review over the matters addressed in the LTF 
appeal. 
 
GovCom’s Vote 
Finally, and disturbingly, the record of the vote by which GovCom elected to block the faculty’s 
right to hear our appeal appears to be badly tainted.  In its letter last Friday, GovCom indicated 
that two members of the Committee had recused themselves from the vote: Prof. Kevin Corrigan, 
because he is a signatory to the petition to appeal, and Prof. Kim Wallen, because she served on 
the LTFPC when it reviewed the original appeal.  But according to an email message from Prof. 
Corrigan to Prof. Berland, he did not recuse himself.  He voted against blocking the appeal. In an 
email message to Prof. Berland, Corrigan noted that there had been a “consensus [among 
GovCom members] that I should not recuse myself.”  When the vote came, Corrigan wrote, “I 
registered my strong preference against any indefinite postponement, urged immediate 
engagement and voted against any delay or out-of-hand rejection of the appeals. At that point, 
the Dean voiced his opinion that I should not be permitted a no vote but only a recusal. This view 
was never discussed further or adopted by GovCom.”  (See online presentation.)  Yet GovCom 
reported that Prof. Corrigan had recused himself and the vote was unanimous.  That is apparently 
not the case. 
 
Moreover, we wish to note that since the beginning of the semester GovCom has explicitly 
denied appellants’ requests to attend its two meetings––in fact denying, without citation, the very 
right of faculty to attend GovCom meetings at all.  Likewise it has refused multiple requests to 
provide information about the status of the appeal, and prevented the appellants from having any 
meaningful input into the decision making process.  Had we been allowed, we might have been 
able to prevent many of the unfortunate mistakes in GovCom’s letter. 
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Summary and Conclusion 
As demonstrated above, GovCom has no authority to block the faculty’s right to review an 
appeal of a standing committee of the College.  Moreover, it has based it invalid blockade of our 
appeal on specious arguments; first, with a mischaracterization of an inapplicable section of the 
bylaws, and second, by invoking a provision of the ARLTF that was covertly added without 
requisite consent of the faculty. 
 
Like all faculty, we have a right under the bylaws to appeal a decision of a standing committee of 
the College.  Likewise, the faculty as a whole has an explicit right under the bylaws to review 
appeals of standing committees of the College.  We encourage you to take whatever steps you 
deem appropriate to ensure that faculty is allow full exercise its rights under the bylaws. 
 
Thank you for considering this important matter. 
 
Sincerely, 
David Armstrong, Journalism, appellant and petitioner 
Vera Proskurina, Russian, appellant and petitioner  
Sheila Tefft, Journalism, appellant and petitioner 
Angelika Bammer, ILA, petitioner 
Samiran Banerjee, Economics, petitioner 
Jason Francisco, Visual Arts, petitioner 
Sander Gilman, ILA, petitioner 
Anna Grimshaw, ILA, petitioner 
Noelle McAfee, Philosophy, petitioner 
Cindy Willettt, Philosophy, petitioner 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


