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revision of the page to be sent to the Faculty Senate. The only si gnificant
paragraph. You will note that I have omitted explicit references to possible
f this decision, while at the same time stating my opinion that the committee

. Can you agree that this is an acceptable compromise? If not please call
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tenure and the Faculty Senate-initiated financial exigency policy provides
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To: The (1)fficers and Members of the Faculty Senate 1
From: Candice Haigler, Member of the Faculty Senate ultk-'
RE: A mOtion in regard to the Faculty Senate Faculty Performance Study Committee

Reasoning Behind the Motion

I was disapp3inted by the action of the Faculty Senate in regard to establishing at this particular
time the committee named above. In my view, the Provost made a good faith effort to c onstitute
a 13 member task force that was fully representative of the Faculty Senate (6 members) and the
faculty at large. Furtermore, we had assurances from the chairperson and Faculty Senate
members of he task force that an agenda had not been dictated—everything of importance to any
faculty member could be and would be discussed.

Accepting that two committees will exist, I am now concerned that there is great potential for our
action to minimize elective faculty input regarding this important problem. For example,
faculty me bers ma well receive two questionaires from the two committees on he same
issues. Whi h one w.'1 they fill out? Virtually simultaneous solicitations for information from
two committes will i crease the probability that neither will be taken seriously. I think that it is
our responsibility as t1e Faculty Senate not to propagate such a potentially confusing siivation to
the faculty at large, es ecially on such an important issue.

Therefore, to fulfill o
them about inechanis
them than absolutely

r responsibility as representatives of the faculty, we should no; confuse
s for effective comment on faculty productivity or request more time from

ecessary. In that spirit, I propose the following motion:

The Motion

The Faculty Senate Faculty Performance Study Committee is directed to work as cool eratively
as possible vith the Provost-originated Productivity Task Force, particularly in regard to
soliciting information and comments from the general faculty only in a unified format or
formats as ill be m&tually agreed upon by the two committees.

Dr. John Burns, Chai
work in this way if so

-person of the Productivity Task Force, has expressed his willingness to
desired by the Faculty Senate.
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