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Comments and Suggestions on the document 

“The 2010 Faculty Regent Selection Process” 
 

Judy M. Taguiwalo, Faculty Regent 

July 29, 2010 

 

This paper forwards comments and suggestions gathered by the Faculty Regent from concerned 

faculty members on the document the 2010 Faculty Regent Selection Process formulated by the 

President and the Chancellors as “authorized by their respective University Councils taking into 

account the inputs from the seven (7) University Councils” 

 

Major Points of Critique in the Formulation of the 2010 Faculty Regent Selection Process 

 

The Faculty Regent is selected by regular faculty of the university, tenured and untenured, through a 

popular vote. This is the ONLY University system wide faculty position where all constituents are 

part of the process of selection. 

 

As a member of the BOR, the Faculty Regent participates in the policy-making functions of the 

University highest policy making body. The BOR also performs an oversight function in relation to 

the University operations. 

 

The day-to-day university operations are the purview of the UP System Administration headed by 

the UP President. The UP President handpicks the members of her executive staff from Vice 

Presidents, Assistant Vice Presidents, executive assistants and so forth and so on. The final selection 

for the Chancellors is with the BOR but once elected, they become part of the President’s Advisory 

Council, which meets at least once a month, usually prior to the regular BOR meeting. The great 

bulk of the agenda items for BOR meetings emanate from the President of the University. 

 

If the BOR is a collegial body which has policy-making powers and which has oversight function 

over the university administration, then the Sectoral Regents, elected by their constituencies, need to 

be independent of the University Administration. By independence, we do not mean opposition for 

the sake of opposition but raising to the BOR concerns and issues raised by university stakeholders 

whose voices have not been heard at the various levels of university administration. 

 

Such independence is manifested in the process by which the Sectoral regents are chosen. The UP 

Alumni Association has a distinct representation in the BOR with its President sitting as the Alumni 

Regent for the duration of his/her term as UPAA President. The Student Regent selection is governed 

by the rules formulated and approved by referendum by the majority of the students in all the 

constituent universities. The Staff Regent Selection criteria and process have been formulated by the 

various organizations of administrative staff and REPS of the university and have been approved by 

referendum by the university staff. The actual selection of the Student Regent and of the Staff Regent 

are  managed by the students through the Office of the Student Regent and by the staff and REPS of 

the University through the newly set up Office of the Staff Regent with financial and logistical 

support from the University Administration. 

However, the Faculty Regent Selection process as proposed by the UP President and the Chancellors 

remains in the hands of the UP Administration. The Office of the Faculty Regent has not been 

involved in the formulation of the new guidelines. The UP Administration cannot use as basis the 

2008 UP Charter provision as justification for the fact that it is the UP Administration who has come 

up with the final proposal for the selection process. The UP Charter provision is explicit only about 

the role of the University Councils in formulating the rules and qualifications for the Faculty Regent 

selection.  There have been proposals from the University Council to constitute a Faculty Regent 
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selection committee composed of the OFR and elected representatives from the University Council. 

In this way, there could be a democratically elected body to formulate as well as manage the 

Selection Process for the faculty representative to the BOR who will also act as oversight committee 

over the UP Administration.  

The final proposal before it is to be sent to the BOR for approval should have undergone thorough 

deliberation and voting in the University Councils as the proposal to be recommended to the BOR 

for approval shall be the basis for the selection of the FR in the coming years. 

 

II. Suggestions on Specific Provisions of the proposed 2010 Faculty Regent Selection Process 

The 2008 UP Charter, RA 9500, Section 12, (f) states that “One Faculty Regent representing all 

teaching personnel, chosen in accordance with the rules and qualifications set by the constituent 

university councils to serve for a term of two (2) years.” 

 

1. Role of the Faculty Regent 

 

In addition to the collegial policy-making role of the Faculty Regent contained in the 

document, the following should be added: Bring to the attention of the BOR concerns and 

issues related to the implementation of existing university policies related to, among others, 

the selection of academic leaders and appointments of the faculty for either policy 

amendment or review or for clarification from the University administrators. 

 

Many of the policies approved by the BOR emanate from the UP Administration. This is not 

surprising as the President and the Chancellors have the support staff and a regular system of 

meetings and consultations that enable the Administration to make the necessary research for 

and actual policy formulation.  

 

The role should also include: To set up a system of regular consultations and reporting to the 

faculty, both tenured and untenured, who are the principal constituents of the Faculty Regent 

and to whom he/she is accountable to. 

 

2. Term of Faculty Regent: based on UP Charter 

3. Faculty Members who can be nominated 

 

Why just a leave of absence for faculty administrators who have accepted the nomination, why 

not resign from the position which has been the provision of the original policy? 

 

Why does the proposal now include “….an officer of a bonafide organization of the 

University…must take a leave of absence, once she accepts the nomination, from the 

organization.” What bonafide university organizations are being referred to?  Why are faculty 

members who are officers of these organizations being placed at an equal footing with UP 

Administrators? Faculty administrators of the University not only have deloading; they have 

honoraria, RATA and staff, all paid for by the University. 

 

If the bonafide organization is the All UP Academic Employees Union, why are its officers being 

asked to go on leave if they are nominated?  Again, what is the basis for this provision? Why is 

being an official of the union asked to go on leave if he or she is nominated? The union is a 

private organization outside of the purview of university governance structures; this has been set 

up through the efforts of rank-and-file faculty members who believe in the need for a union 

independent of the UP Administration. 
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This provision should be removed. 

 

4. Procedure for the Selection Process 

 

“A CU-level committee for the Selection Process, chaired by the Vice President for Academic 

Affairs/Instructor shall oversee the Selection Process at the CU level, under the general 

supervision of the Chancellor. The VPAA shall supervise the Selection Process at the System 

level” 

 

The CU-level committee should be democratically elected by the University Council and not 

merely appointed by the Chancellor. 

 

Also include the following prohibition: 

 

Officials of the university from U.P. President, system-officials, Chancellors, Vice Chancellors, 

Deans and Associate Deans, and College Secretaries, should be explicitly prohibited from 

campaigning openly or privately for any particular nominee or candidate. These officials must 

not use official resources such as cell phones, telephone or e-mail to campaign for a particular 

nominee or candidate. Given the powers and reach of the University Administration, the 

candidate it supports will have an undue advantage over other candidates. 

 

5. Safeguards for electronic voting 

 

What are the safeguards for electronic voting? Clear guidelines on electronic voting especially 

ensuring that no absentee voting and/.or proxy voting occurs should be spelled out. 

 

There is no provision for protest. We propose the following: 

 

“All protests/objections relating to the conduct of the election should be formally written and 

submitted to the CU Committee within twenty four hours from the close of the election proceedings. 

All protests/ objections shall be included in the election report. No protests shall be entertained after 

the lapse of the twenty four hour period. Neither shall a protest be entertained on the grounds not 

raised and recorded during the balloting/counting. The CU Committee should promptly settle such 

protests” 

 

Proclamation by the UP President 

 

The proposed rules designate the UP President as the entity to proclaim the Faculty Regent. This is a 

new provision as in previous selection process, the UP President merely announces the results of the 

selection and officially informs the Faculty Regent-elect of his/her selection. It is the Board of 

Regents that proclaims the Faculty Regent. This is but fitting because the UP President and the 

Faculty Regent are co-equal as Regents in the BOR. 

 

So the proposal is 

 

The UP President announces the results of the Faculty Regent selection and the BOR proclaims the 

new Faculty Regent. 


