
Feb 12, 2019 Special Faculty Senate Meeting Notes 
 

Special Guest: Lester Drewes (FCC Task Force Chair) 
Faculty Senate members present: Rebecca de Souza, Joseph Bauerkemper, Rich Maclin, Anne 
Hinderliter, Elizabeth Minor, Abram Anders, Robert Feyen and EVC Delgado 
UEA Executive Committee Members present: Scott Laderman, Kristen Hylenski, Laure 
Charleux, Eric Hessler, Jennifer Moore 

 
What is the charge of the Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC) Task Force on System 
Governance Representation? 
 
Taskforce members: Lester Drewes, Lynn Lucas (CLA), Ned Patterson (Vet), Fred Morrison 
(Phil) 
 
Charged with addressing three issues: 
  

1. The lack of representation of faculty on the Rochester campus on FCC: This is a natural 
issue given the campus-specific nature of our composition. As Rochester has grown its 
faculty, Senate rules provide representation in the Senate, but not in FCC. 

2. The lack of representation of term/contract faculty and faculty-like academic staff: As 
FCC has been exploring the condition of the substantial number of term/contract faculty 
and staff with faculty-like roles, it has become clear both that these colleagues' voice is 
not at the table during our consultation and deliberations, and that they are keenly aware 
of lacking such representation. 

3. The lack of representation of bargaining unit-represented faculty: By Regents policy, the 
Senate excludes employees represented by collective bargaining, and there are legal 
restrictions on including such employees on committees that may be negotiating terms 
and conditions of employment. At the same time, it is clear that our consultation and 
deliberations are handicapped by the lack of any Crookston faculty and of non-AHC 
Duluth faculty at the table.  

 
The taskforce is still collecting information and is asking the following questions: How do you 
envision representation? How do you envision that coming about? What are people thinking in 
terms of participation in governance? What are the legal hurdles for representation, given 
PELRA, and is that desirable if it were to come to that? How would representatives be chosen or 
identified? 
 
 
Summary of three main options moving forward for UMD faculty (distilled from the meeting 
conversation, with thanks to Kristen Hylenski) 



1. Do nothing 
2. Participate in existing structures (concerns: how to do this, on which committees would 

be serve, how many, would we actually have real voice or would it be a mere formality, 
how would it/ could it curtail our autonomy, is being ex-officio a way to protect our 
autonomy, but would that be even worth it) 

3. Create a new system level governance structure that distinguishes between campus and . 
system level governance- there are a couple of ways to do this (this gives as the most 
voice and likelihood to affect change, but requires a major overhaul by UMN-TC). 

 
Rich Maclin’s analysis of what UMD faculty participation might look like: 
 

● Based on the rules that UMN has, there are 155 members on the UMN Faculty Senate, as 
per Rich’s analysis, we would qualify for 42 seats, which would probably be added to the 
155.  

● The Senate Consultative Committee and Faculty Consultative Committee seems to be the 
entities that stuff goes through. Bodies that do deliberation would be nice to have a 
chance to represent UMD there. 

● Some subcommittees of Faculty Senate that might be important to explore: 
○ Educational Policy Committee (calls out that it is meant to be policies for system) 
○ Faculty Affairs Committee (committee members make decisions here): Scott 

noted that we do have participation in the Benefits Advisory COmmittee- UEA 
has a nonvoting seat on the BAC. Jennifer Schulz is our rep, but it is advisory.  

○ Finance and Planning Committee: We do not get to say anything directly to the 
president or vice president regarding finance or planning for the budget and 
budget allocations.  

 

Advantages and concerns with participating in existing structures  

Pros 

● We will be privy to conversations at the system level and might be able to enact influence 
● We will be part of a much larger body of faculty who share academic values, value for 

the professoriate, and the land grant mission of the university.  
● If there is a way to influence Regents system wide policy through this structure, we 

would be part of that conversation. 

Concerns  

● Increased service load for faculty 
● UMD faculty voices will be diluted because of lesser numbers and unequal power 

dynamics 



● Logistical concerns associated with participation; UMD faculty will require commitments 
for technology and travel support from the system. UMD Pharmacy school has a model 
of participation in place with logistical supports, which can serve as an example.  

● The documents say that governance bodies will be labeled as TC or system, but this is not 
clear. 

● EVC Delgado pointed out that the bodies (on the organizational chart) advise system 
leaders, in this case, Provost Hanson, but UMD senior leadership does not report to 
Provost Hanson. Provost Hanson, may kick it to Kaler and Kaler may send it to the 
Chancellor who sends to to EVC Delgado. How this will happen is unclear and unlikely.  

● If UMD faculty are voting members, there are  some major concerns with that:  
○ There are a number of committees at UMN-TC that are replicated at UMD and/or 

covered by contract language. While PELRA does not prevent participation of 
UMD faculty on several issues, it could create ongoing challenge with separating 
“terms and conditions of work” and UMD faculty would need to determine how 
to prevent that. 

○ If UMD faculty are voting members, it means that they are now bound by 
decisions made on the TC campus and therefore lose some autonomy. UEA-D 
President Scott Laderman noted “I would like to have those conversations happen 
in a way that we are not bound by decision made by the TC, and vice versa. 
Folding ourselves into the system governance could be problematic, because it 
means “TC and Morris, when we are talking about scale”. 

○ Les Drewes asked EVC Fernando a question about the dynamics of the institution 
going forward on the issue of “system vs. campus”. EVC Delgado noted that the 
UMN system lacks an administrative culture than understands the distinction. 
System leaders have redefined  “systemmess” to mean “centralization” and do not 
recognize the difference. “System does not mean centralization. It may be 
centralized coordination and centralized policy development and articulation, but 
it does not mean running operations centrally.” Centralization impinges on faculty 
in a variety of ways- he provided examples of requesting increased storage for 
faculty as well as the new residential facilities project which has been taken over 
by TC and increased cost projections.). UMN-TC has about 47 senior 
administrators who have system responsibilities as per the system strategic plans; 
however, they spend most of their capital on TC issues. There are a whole lot of 
people on the TC campus, who want them to be focused on the UMN-TC, so this 
is understandable, but not helpful to UMD. Until the system leadership members 
can articulate and understand consistently and can separate the system from 
UMN-TC and system, then there will be complexity and confusion about who is 
advocating for what even among the budget and finance leaders.  

● If UMD faculty are ex-officio non voting members, this mitigates the risk of being bound 
by decisions made in system governance. However, will this mean that we have even less 



influence than if we were voting members? A few assertions made at the meeting may 
speak to this.  

○ Les pointed out that the FCC typically makes decisions via consensus and that he 
has also felt like his voice matters, even though he is ex-officio. He also pointed 
out that: “The Faculty Consultative Committee represents the faculty at large and 
not the individual campuses, institutes, colleges, schools, or departments of the 
University.” (FCC website). Others noted that any governance committees, 
whether they vote or not, are still always advisory to the administration and lack 
legal authority. 

○ EVC Delgado asked if faculty at UMD-TC feel like they have a voice in finance 
or budget issues. Les noted that they do not feel like they have a voice, except on 
certain issues where faculty see a severe problem and rally around it. The most 
recent example was that of the child care issue and the administration closing the 
center. EVC Delgado remained doubtful that if standing with UMD faculty meant 
that UMN-TC had to share the finite pie differently, that they would actually do it.  

○ Anne Hinderliter asked: Would people only act from the position of power 
dynamics and not equity? 

○ Laure Charleux pointed out that the BMS (Bureau of Mediation Services) recently 
decided that faculty-like PNA at UMD-TC did not have a common interest with 
“real faculty” and so could not bargain together. This undercut the recent 
unionization attempt by UMN-TC faculty. However, in the UMN-TC governance 
structure, “faculty-like PNA” are counted as faculty, so the logic is inconsistent. 
To follow the law, they should also not be represented on faculty senates. 
 

Advantages and concerns with creating a new system level governance structure that 
distinguishes between campus and. system governance 

Pros 

● More voice and influence. Laure Charleux noted that if we want to have system 
governance, then it needs to be system governance. There needs to be UMN-TC campus 
governance and UMD campus governance and there should be delegates from each 
campus to a smaller system governance. If we are just inserted in the TC governance, 
then we won't matter.  

● A clear way to advocate for campus versus system, to report, and for mutual 
accountability. EVC Fernando shared the UWS model: 14 entities and each had a FS, 
each sent reps to the UWS Madison- System office to discuss policy formation, which 
then went back to campuses for ratification. There was a clear distinction between what 
was understood as system-wide and what was not.  
 

Concerns 



○ This is never going to happen, so no point in thinking more about it. 
○ Would UMD faculty still be non voting ex-officio on this new structure? 
○ Would PELRA concerns still be in place? 
○ Any other? 

 
Next Steps 

 
A meeting with a smaller group of FS members and UEA-D executive committee members to 
generate consensus on the approach moving forward. 

1. On the question of participating in existing structures:  Brainstorm specific examples or 
scenarios to focus the conversation. Review examples of system-wide policies that have 
come forth and that are moving forward to see if, why, and how UMD faculty could and 
should participate in the advisory process. Joseph Bauerkemper will facilitate. 

2. On the question of creating new system level governance structure: Brainstorm the 
kinds of advocacy efforts required to put pressure on system leaders for a new system 
level governance structure (that is, if we want one). 

3. Generate consensus on the strategy moving forward (short and long term). 
 
  


