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PRS Taskforce Discussion Notes 
Sept. 4, 2014, 1-2 pm, 1550 Beardshear 

 
Members present: Sue Blodgett, Veronica Dark (Ch.), Peter Goche, Arne Hallam, Lori 
Kappmeyer, Sekar Raju, Eulanda Sanders, Wendy Ware 
 
Guest: Dawn Bratsch-Prince 

 
I.  Call to Order & Re-Introductions 

Sekar pointed out that the picture of Sriram in the file sent out earlier that day was a picture of 
someone else. 

 
II.  Remarks by Dawn Bratsch-Prince 

Dawn reiterated that she hopes the task force will be able to complete its work this semester, 
although it will be a daunting task.  It was also reiterated that this is an independent 
committee.  Its recommendations should reflect the committee position, not the position of the 
Provost Office. 
 

III.  Discussion 
    There was a general discussion of issues/topics to be considered.  Points made included: 

 Should everyone who has a faculty appointment have a PRS?  They are mandated for 
tenured and tenure-track faculty and nontenure eligible faculty, but what about 
collaborators and others who hold rank only appointments.  They are required to undergo 
P&T review for advancement from assistant to associate and associate to full.   

 We need to clarify the distinction between professional service and institutional service.  
Should we develop guidelines for institutional service?   

 Who really is writing the PRS?  In some cases new faculty are sent a PRS with the LOI 
and told to sign it. 

 How do we empower faculty, especially untenured faculty, to take part in determining 
their PRS? 

 What is the use of the PRS?  The intent was to provide general guidance about the type of 
work expected of the faculty member and to provide a basis for evaluation.  In some 
departments, it is more a work plan that mentions specific courses or a target number of 
articles and in others it is so general that everyone in the department has the same PRS.  
It should not be so detailed that it changes every year, but it should not be so broad that it 
is not useful. 

 How a course is counted in terms of load varies across campus.  Should we provide a 
guideline? 

o LAS defines a full-time teaching load as 8 courses, so one course is 12.5%.   
o What about Vet Med where teaching needs to be described in terms of contact 

hours?   
o What about the Library, which is heavily professional practice. 

 Is the PRS a public document?  
o What does public mean?  If it means within the department, then maybe.  If it 

means outside the department, then probably not. 
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The committee agreed to continue discussion next week and to begin developing a plan for a 
more systematic process. 

 
IV.  The meeting adjourned at 2 pm.  

 
Notes prepared by V. Dark, Sept 11, 2014; approved Sept 18. 
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PRS Taskforce Discussion Notes 
Sept. 11, 2014, 1-2 pm, 2510 

 
Members present: Kevin Amidon, Sue Blodgett, Veronica Dark (Ch.), Peter Goche, Arne 
Hallam, Lori Kappmeyer, Sekar Raju, Wendy Ware 
 
I.  Call to Order  

The meeting was called to order shortly after 1 when a generic agenda was distributed.  A 
corrected page of pictures of the group members had been electronically distributed prior to 
the meeting. 
Veronica apologized for the lack of discussion notes and promised to do better.   
 

II.  Discussion 
We continued the general discussion begun the previous meeting.   
 
A.  Do Collaborators need a PRS? 

The Task Force continued discussion on the issue of whether collaborators need a PRS.  A 
consensus was reached that a PRS in not required.  Collaborators are not employed by the 
university, so a PRS-based annual evaluation does not make sense.  Similarly, it is true that 
they must undergo a P&T review for promotion, but that review is not based solely on the 
work done in the capacity as Collaborator, so it is not PRS based.  Rather, it is like the 
review that a person would undergo if the person were being considered for hire at a certain 
rank.  The assumption is that the appointment reflected a discussion of expectations on the 
part of the department and the Collaborator at initial appointment.  It is assumed that there is 
a renewal date as part of the LOI for the appointment.  That is when a discussion about 
expectations between the parties should occur.   
 

ACTION: The Task Force agreed that some form of the above would be part of the Report 
and that there is no need for further discussion of this topic. 

 
B.  Should percentages be part of the PRS? 
 Kevin expressed opposition to "spurious quantification".  Rather, the PRS should be 

flexible enough to allow temporary changes in the actual assignments of the faculty 
member to meet the needs of the department and the faculty member. 

 Arne noted that different colleges have different views about the use of percentages.  
LAS does not like them, Engineering and CALS do.  Task Force members asked about 
different templates for each college.  Veronica said she would upload the current 
templates into CyBox.   

 There was discussion of what the typical percentage breakdown of percentages is across 
campus.  The LAS "mode" is probably 50% teaching, 40% research, and 10% service for 
tenured faculty.  

o If there is no percentage assigned to teaching, then should there be an expectation 
for credit hours taught as part of the PRS?  

o How do we make clear that there will be different research expectations for 
different teaching expectations?  That seems to be problematic in some cases.   
 Where is the problematic level?  department? college? central? 
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    Discussion on percentages will continue. 
 

C.  Miscellaneous other discussion points: 
 There have been instances of PRSs negotiated between a chair and a faculty that 

reflected a special deal that a later chair then had to deal with.  Would public 
availability of PRSs prevent such "deals"?  Should such deals be prevented?  

 There was continued discussion of the too general vs. too specific range of current 
PRSs.  Wendy (I think) floated that perhaps in defining "best practice",  the Task 
Force should provide examples of bad PRSs as well as good ones. 
Discussion on these items will continue. 

 
IV.  The meeting adjourned at 2 pm. 

 
Notes prepared by V. Dark, Sept 13, 2014.  Approved Sept 18. 
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PRS Taskforce Discussion Notes 
Sept. 18, 2014, 1-2 pm, 1550 Beardshear 

 
Members present: Kevin Amidon, Sue Blodgett, Veronica Dark (Ch.), Peter Goche, Lori 
Kappmeyer, Sekar Raju, Eulanda Sanders, Sriram Sundararajan, Wendy Ware 
 

I.  Call to Order  
The meeting was called to order shortly after 1.  There were no changes to the discussion 
notes for the Sept 4 and Sept 11 meetings, which had been electronically distributed.   
 

II.  Discussion 
  
A.  Maureen De Armond, the University’s employment attorney is not available to meet next 

week, but Paul Tanaka is.  He will meet with the Task Force at 1pm to help us understand 
how to consider the PRS from a legal standpoint.   
 What is its legal standing in terms of evaluation? 
 What is the relationship between the Letter of Intent and the PRS. 
 The Faculty Handbook applies to all faculty, but the PRS is individualized.  The PRS is 

signed by both the chair and the faculty member.  The Faculty Handbook is not.  Does 
one have a legal precedence over the other?   

 
B.  Consideration of PRS templates 
 Six general templates are posted in CyBox—3 from the Provost website, 2 from CALS, and 1 

from Mechanical Engineering 
 
 1.  There was quite a bit of lively discussion of collegiality, which is part of several of the 

templates.   
 One view was that ethics cannot be easily assessed and that lack of collegiality is an ill-

defined concept that could be used inappropriately against a faculty member.  An 
opposite view was that collegiality, or lack thereof, could poison a workplace 
environment and be harmful to many.  Specific examples were described.   The majority 
view was that collegiality was an appropriate dimension of evaluation.   

 Sue indicated that she had a statement addressing collegiality in her annual evaluations 
and was not sure it needed to be part of the PRS if it is part of the Handbook.  Others 
suggested that if the PRS is the basis of evaluations, then it should be there.  Some 
suggested that the following statement in the handbook means that collegiality and ethical 
behavior are expected of all faculty:   “In	all	areas	of	professional	activity,	a	faculty	
member	is	expected	to	uphold	the	values	and	follow	the	guidelines	in	the	Statement	
of	Professional	Ethics	found	in	"Professional	Policies	and	Procedures."		Others	
believed	that	such	an	expectation	is	made	more	explicitly	in	the	Handbook.		There	
was	general	agreement	that	collegiality	should	be	addressed	routinely.		There	was	
some	discussion	of	whether	a	person	

	
	 ACTION:		The	Faculty	Senate	should	consider	adding	to	the	Handbook	an	explicit	
statement	of	an	expectation	of	ethical	behavior	and	an	expectation	of	collegiality.		The	
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PRS	should	reference	this	Handbook	expectation,	so	that	collegiality	and	ethical	
behavior	are	a	routine	part	of	annual	evaluations.			

	
	 2.		Discussion	turned	to	what	percentages	mean	in	a	PRS.			

 In	CALS,	the	percentage	refers	to	the	funding	source.			
 Others	thought	it	referred	to	effort.			
 The	question	came	up	about	what	a	given	%	value	for	teaching	means.		In	Business,	

30%	is	teaching	4	courses	but	that	would	not	be	true	in	LAS,	where	4	courses	is	
50%.		When	it	was	suggested	that	there	be	a	university‐wide	definition	for	a	
standard	3‐credit	class,	counter	arguments	were	offered.		Vet	Med	has	such	a	
different	type	of	teaching	that	it	would	not	be	covered.		The	most	often	expressed	
idea	was	that	each	college	could	set	its	own	standard	for	a	%	value	associated	with	a	
standard	course	and	that	the	standard	needed	to	be	public.		Colleges	have	different	
expectations,	but	the	expectation	should	be	similar	across	departments	in	the	
college.			Central	administration	should	be	able	to	deal	with	variations	across	
colleges	as	long	as	the	college	standards	are	set	

 As	the	meeting	adjourned,	Veronica	asked	whether	percentages	are	actually	used	to	
represent	effort	or	whether	they	are	signals	as	to	the	importance	of	the	area	in	a	
tenure	decision.		Effort	and	weight	towards	tenure	may	in	theory	be	identical,	but	in	
reality	they	are	not.	

  
III.  The meeting adjourned at 2 pm. 

 
Notes prepared by Veronica Dark, Sept. 23, 2014; approved Sept 25. 
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PRS Taskforce Discussion Notes 
Sept. 25, 2014, 1-2 pm, 1550 Beardshear 

 
Members present: Kevin Amidon, Sue Blodgett, Veronica Dark (Ch.), Peter Goche, Arne 
Hallam, Lori Kappmeyer, Sekar Raju, Eulanda Sanders, Sriram Sundararajan, Wendy Ware 
 
Guests: Dawn Bratch-Prince, Paul Tanaka  
 

I.  Call to Order  
The meeting was called to order at 1. Paul Tanaka was present, so we skipped approval of 
minutes and moved right into discussion with him. 
 

II.  Discussion 
  
A.  Introductory comments by Paul addressed the status of the PRS in relation to the Letter of 

Intent and the Handbook. 
 The PRS is not a contract.  If it were, then the percentages and descriptions would be 

contractual rather than guidelines.  They would be limiting.  For example, if answering 
student questions about locations of buildings were not in the specified duties, then the 
person should not do it.  If someone were 50% research but put in 49% effort, the person 
could be held in breach of contract. 

 Think of the PRS as a generalized job description.  It is designed to manage the 
expectations of both parties.  It is a tool to manage core expectations and duties. This 
setting of expectations and duties between the faculty and the institution is especially 
necessary for probationary faculty.  It SHOULD be the basis of evaluation. 

 There can be situations, like with lecturers hired for specific expertise, in which the PRS 
can be more narrow. 

 
B.  The meeting segued into a series of questions and answers. 

 Question-Has the PRS has been used in the legal process?  
o Answer-Yes, in grievance settings it is used to describe what the faculty member 

is supposed to be doing.   
 Question-among the LoI, the Handbook, and the PRS, which takes precedent? 

o Answer-The LoI is a contract and it does incorporate the Handbook.  So, chapters 
7 & 9 are contractual.  The PRS process in chapter 5 is also contractual (as 
opposed to individual PRS’s, which are guidance rather than a contract). 

 Question-We've heard of situations in which a person is handed a PRS.  Has this caused 
problems? 

o Answer (Dawn)-Has not been an issue at P&T, but the Provost Office has been 
pushing back and requiring the chair to have a dialog with the faculty member.  
Draft PRSs are more common now with the LoI with instructions to not sign until 
discussion takes place. 

 Question-What if someone does not have a PRS? 
o Answer-The Handbook says they will. 

 Question-What about differences between departments in terms of "fairness".  Can one 
department say that 4 courses is 30% while another says that 4 courses is 75%? 
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o Answer-This is legally okay just as differences in salaries are legal.  This answer 
led to a bit of discussion about legality vs. fairness.  Fair is better determined at 
the program level. 

 Question-Is the PRS public? 
o Answer-Job descriptions are public documents.  They are related to 

accountability. 
 Question- Is collegiality okay for review? 

o Answer-Yes.  It is part of professional responsibilities.  It is an implied condition 
of employment, even for tenured faculty.  Effectiveness of teaching, research, and 
service is part of the handbook.  If no one will work with a person, that is 
evidence that they are ineffective.  "Respect" is part of professional 
responsibilities.  There are bullying clauses and other descriptions of 
unprofessional conduct.   

o Kevin noted that congeniality must not be an expectation of agreement.  
Collegiality and congeniality are not the same thing. 

 Question-Collegiality was described as implied.  It is not explicitly in the handbook.  
Should it be? 

o Answer-Paul suggested that while the law treats collegiality as implied, because 
this institution invites access to everyone, meaning people have diverse 
backgrounds it creates a fair environment when we notify faculty of this 
expectation.  Not everyone may be aware of implicit aspects of the culture.  
Important aspects should be explicit rather than implicit. 

 Question- What do the signatures on the PRS mean? 
o Answer-The signature is evidence that both parties have read and understand.  It 

is protection for both sides.  For example, in the ADA, the job description is the 
basis for determining is a person is capable of carrying out the duties. 

 Question-Should the PRS be sent to reviewers at P&T? 
o Answer-Yes.  If not, then the reviewers may impose the "national" expectation of 

what this person is supposed to do. 
 There was more discussion of percentages and the need for associates to have a 

discussion about what percentages would allow them to get to full.  Kevin noted that 
100% of the promotion decision is based on research/creative activity.  Veronica noted 
that the intent of the P&T Revision that introduced the PRS was to allow more flexibility 
on that.   

 
III.  Discussion was still going strong when the meeting adjourned at 2 pm. 

 
Notes prepared by Veronica Dark, Oct 1, 2014; approved Oct 2; corrected typos Oct 22, 2014 
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PRS Taskforce Discussion Notes 
October 2, 2014, 1-2 pm, 1550 Beardshear 

 
Members present: Kevin Amidon, Sue Blodgett, Veronica Dark (Ch.), Peter Goche, Arne 
Hallam, Lori Kappmeyer, Sekar Raju, Eulanda Sanders 
 

I.  Call to Order  
The meeting was called to order shortly after 1.  The discussion notes of the Sept. 18 meeting, 
which had been distributed, were amended and approved.  Because Veronica had not yet 
heard back from Paul, the discussion notes for the Sept. 25 meeting were approved with the 
provision that Paul could make clarifications. 
 

II.  Discussion 
 A.  Reactions to/comments on discussion with Paul Tanaka 
 The meeting with Paul was very helpful and clarified the status of the PRS.  It is not a 

contract;  it is a procedural document specifying a range of expected activities.  It is the 
document to which both parties should turn if there is a question about what a faculty member 
is “supposed” to be doing.  This should be more clearly described in the Handbook. 

 
ACTION:  A description of the PRS as a generalized job description should be added to the 

Faculty Handbook. 
 
    B.  Discussion of/reaction to the document in CyBox/Reports entitled "Engaged Scholarship 

Task Force Report Final" and the letter in response to this report by Cathann Kress.   
 In her email distributing the agenda, Veronica referred to an expectation of the FS 

Governance Council and Executive Board that this committee would be discussing the 
Report of the Task Force on the Scholarship of Engagement and Outreach (TFSEO).  The 
question was raised about why we should discuss it when our charge is to make 
recommendations about what should be in the PRS.  One view was that our charge was not 
to make recommendations about changes to the handbook concerning different types of 
scholarship.  The other view was that we need to know what the potential categories are 
before we can make recommendations. 

 
 A lively discussion ensued about the terms extension and outreach.  Part of the reason for 

the TFSEO was that faculty doing diverse sorts of engaged scholarship did not know where 
to put those activities in their PRSs and in the documents forming the basis of their 
evaluations.  Faculty without extension appointments were engaged in what might be called 
outreach activities and that needed to be recognized in some way.  Sue noted that at ISU, 
there is a VP of Extension and Outreach.  She stated that the recommendation of the task 
force to get rid of the term extension was a non-starter for those in CALS.  Veronica asked 
why because as she understood it, the TFSEO was suggesting that “extension” is not an 
activity and that all the activities grouped under “extension” would fit under the different 
terms.  Arne and Sue tried to communicate to the more extension-naïve among the group 
just what the difference was.  A parallel was drawn between the Scholarship of Teaching 
and the Scholarship of Extension.  Neither is a good basis for promotion. 
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 What should the categories be?  Arne used the white board to suggest the following, with the 
idea that only the categories relevant to a given individual would appear in that faculty 
member’s PRS: 
Extension 
Scholarship 
 Research/Creative Activity 
 Teaching  
 Extension 
Teaching/Education 
Outreach/Engaged Scholarship/Professional Practice 
Professional Service 
Institutional Service 
 
The TFSEO recommended Clinical Practice as part of the Outreach list.  We need Wendy’s 
input on how it should fit.  Sekar noted that we were increasing the number of categories 
quite a bit from the current four categories (research/creative activity, teaching, 
extension/professional practice, institutional service). 
 
There was some discussion of why institutional service should be separate from professional 
service and whether professional service could be considered as evidence of research 
scholarship. 
 
Our discussion will continue next week.  Everyone will more carefully read the report and 
the letter from Cathann Kress if they have not yet done so.   
 
If there is time, we will then begin discussion of comments in the document in 
CyBox/Reports entitled “PRS Taskforce Organized by Question”.   

 
III.  The meeting adjourned at 2 pm. 

 
Notes prepared by Veronica Dark, Oct 8, 2014; approved Oct 9. 
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PRS Taskforce Discussion Notes   
October 9, 2014, 1-2 pm, 1550 Beardshear 

 
Members present: Kevin Amidon, Sue Blodgett, Veronica Dark (Ch.), Peter Goche, Arne 
Hallam, Lori Kappmeyer, Sekar Raju, Eulanda Sanders, Sriram Sundarararjan 
 

I.  Call to Order  
The meeting was called to order shortly after 1.  After a slight amendment to the draft 
discussion notes of Oct 2, they were approved.    Veronica announced that she had received 
some minor revisions from Paul Tanaka regarding the discussion notes for the Sept. 25 
meeting.  She has posted the revised Sept. 25 discussion notes in the PRS folder on CyBox. 
 

II.  Discussion 
  
    A.  Sue had distributed to the committee a page with feedback from four CALS department 

chairs from whom she had asked for input regarding the role of extension in the PRS. (The 
page is in CyBox in the reports folder and is entitled “Comments from CALS chairs to PRS 
Taskforce”.)   The chairs spoke to differences among engagement and engaged scholarship 
and extension and outreach.   

 
   B.  We continued discussion of the categories that, as appropriate to an individual, should be 

part of the PRS.  The list from Oct. 2 was a starting point: 
Extension 
Scholarship 
 Research/Creative Activity 
 Teaching  
 Extension 
Teaching/Education 
Outreach/Engaged Scholarship/Professional Practice 
Professional Service 
Institutional Service 
 
As the list of consensus categories began to emerge, there were several intense discussions 
including: 

 Arne suggested that Professional and Clinical Practice should be a distinct category, 
just as extension should be.  If extension is a separate category that is part of an 
appointment (i.e., faculty are explicitly paid to provide extension service), 
professional practice/clinical practice should also be a separate category.  These are 
not “service”.  Rather, some faculty appointments have a professional practice 
component (e.g., faculty in the library) or a clinical practice component (e.g., 
delivering service at the Vet School) that is an integral part of the appointment.   

 There was discussion on our being "splitters" rather than "lumpers".  If the PRS is a 
generalized job description, we don't want too many categories.  This led to a 
distinction between Core Areas, which must be in all PRSs, and Additional Areas, 
which might be in a PRS.  Three Core areas were suggested: Scholarship/Creative 
Activity, Teaching, and Institutional Service.   
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PRS Taskforce Discussion Notes  
October 16, 2014, 1-2 pm, 1550 Beardshear 

 
Members present: Kevin Amidon, Sue Blodgett, Veronica Dark (Ch.), Arne Hallam, Lori 
Kappmeyer, Sekar Raju, Sriram Sundarararjan, Wendy Ware 
 

I.  Call to Order  
The meeting was called to order shortly after 1.  Wendy pointed out two typos in the already 
approved Sept 25 discussion notes.  They will be corrected and reposted in CyBox.  The 
October 9 discussion notes were approved as distributed. 
 

II.  Discussion 
  
A.  Continued development of the categories 
 

 There was continued discussion of the categories as organized at the end of the October 9 
meeting.  We have two broad categories of Core and Additional.  Sue noted that these 
terms suggested that the Core categories were more important than the Additional 
categories and that was not the case for all faculty.  Because “Core” meant that the 
categories were primary categories in all colleges, Wendy suggested changing the 
heading to “Common”.  There are Common Categories and Additional Categories that 
might be important in select colleges.  It might be good for each college to have a Best 
Practices for Categories in the college to produce more college-wide uniformity. 

 
 We agreed to change the name of the Further Service to category to External Service.  So, 

there is Institutional Service and External Service.  There was further discussion of the 
nature of external service.  The group consensus was that community service was not part 
of the category.  The service should be connected to the individual’s area of expertise and 
thus is service to professional organizations/societies/agencies.  This incorporates service 
to funding agencies.  Reviewing, editing, serving as an officer are all examples.   

 
 There was some discussion of whether the task force should ask VP of Extension and 

Outreach Kress to come to give her views since we are proposing to make Extension a 
separate category and to include Outreach as an example of External Service.  The 
decision was that we will wait until we have a draft document and then ask for her input. 

 
 There was discussion of where to put administrative duties.  Discussion started with the 

suggestion that it is institutional service, but upon further discussion, the consensus was 
that formal administration is a separate category.  The duties of DOGEs and most 
associate chairs are institutional service, but the duties of Chairs and Directors are formal 
appointments with the college and should be categorized as such. 

 
 There was some discussion of the relationship of the EASE form and the PRS.  The 

EASE categories don’t map onto the PRS as envisioned.   
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When the meeting adjourned, the list of categories was as follows: 
 
Common Areas 
Scholarship/Creative Activity 
Teaching 
Institutional Service 
 
 
 

Additional Areas 
Extension 
Professional Practice/Clinical Practice 
External Service  (professional 
organizations/societies/agencies; 
engagement/outreach) 
Administration (formal) 

 
 

The following statement should accompany the categories:  Engaged Scholarship can occur 
in any category.   
 
B.  We discussed the first four pages of the document in CyBox/Reports entitled “PRS 
Responses Organized by Question”.  In our discussion thus far, we have already addressed 
“What areas must be part of the PRS?” and “What other areas can/should be part of the 
PRS?”  We have already discussed where administrative activities go.  Student Enrichment 
activities would go under teaching or institutional service depending on their nature.  This is 
a decision of the chair and the faculty member.    
 
Discussion of “Who actually develops a PRS” will begin at the next meeting. 

 
III.  The meeting adjourned at 2 pm. 

 
 Notes prepared by Veronica Dark, Oct 22, 2014; approved Oct 23, 2014 
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PRS Taskforce Discussion Notes  
October 23, 2014, 1-2 pm, 1550 Beardshear 

 
Members present: Kevin Amidon, Sue Blodgett, Veronica Dark (Ch.), Peter Goche, Arne 
Hallam, Lori Kappmeyer, Sekar Raju, Eulanda Sanders 
 

I.  Call to Order  
The meeting was called to order shortly after 1.  A minor change was made to the discussion 
notes of October 16 that had been distributed.  The revised notes were approved and will be 
posted in CyBox.  Veronica noted that Wendy will miss the next two meetings for family 
reasons.  Sriram had a P&T discussion in his department. 
 

II.  Discussion 
A.  We discussed "who actually develops a PRS", the next question in the “PRS Responses 

Organized by Question" document.   
 
 Sue began the discussion by noting that she has to draft a PRS to go out with the LoI with 

instructions that they are not to sign it because it is a draft.  It causes confusion.  Kevin wondered 
why the Provost Office is requiring this since it is not required in the Faculty Handbook (FH).  Arne 
thought that there were cases in which chairs sent instructions that the new faculty member should 
sign it.  Veronica said that she thought Dawn had stepped in to tell the chairs no in those 
circumstances.   

 
 The idea of a generic template for a PRS was brought up.  Whether the template should be for the 

university or for a college was discussed and the consensus was that it should be a university 
template.  It should explain the categories and indicate that the PRS is how chairs and faculty 
negotiate expectations.  The instructions should indicate that the PRS needs to be in place within 
some time period (six weeks was suggested) after the beginning of employment.  Such a template, 
his template with instructions would encourage early discussions about scholarship.  There might be 
a "standard" PRS for new assistant professors in a department but it would still be subject to 
discussion by the new assistant professor and the chair. 

 
ACTION:  A generic template for a PRS should be developed to go out with the LoI.  Its purpose is to 

inform the new faculty member of the existence and purpose of the PRS and the fact that a PRS 
needs to be negotiated upon arrival. 

 
B.   Further discussion of whether the PRS is public or something that is part of a personnel record.  Paul 

Tanaka had indicated that he thought it was public.  Kevin, who originally thought it was 
confidential, stated that he also thought it was public, at least within the department.  Knowing that a 
PRS is public will keep everyone on the same page about what the expectations are for a faculty 
member.  The consensus was that nothing that is confidential should be in the PRS.  Eulanda noted 
there could be issues in the P&T process if a faculty member under review has an atypical PRS and 
that is not known until the P&T review. 

 
C.  Discussion of the role of the Dean in development of the PRS.  The consensus is that the PRS is a 

negotiation between the chair and the faculty member.  Sekar noted that the Dean's role is to have a 
generic discussion with chairs about standards and college policy.  The Dean should not have direct 
input into an individual PRS.   
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D.  Miscellaneous points made as part of discussion: 
 There was a brief but lively discussion of the lack of departmental "standards" documents at ISU. 

Sue noted that the PRS is generic and does not provide the guidance that standards would.  She 
and Eulanda have been at universities where standards documents were used and they were 
beneficial. 

 There was a brief discussion of the mediation process, which involves the dean, and whether 
there should be time limits imposed on when mediation must be concluded.   

 There should be a best practices document concerning the PRS that emphasizes the importance of 
the PRS, that explains the purpose, and that provides guidance about where to go/what to do  in 
case of disagreement. 

 Began discussion of whether percentages should be included and what percentages mean.  
Kevin suggested that percentages represent proportion of effort.  The consensus was that 
the percentages/proportions should be in increments of 5 or greater because they are just 
guidelines. 

  
E.  Homework assignment--each Task Force Member is to prepare a list of what sections should 

be in our report.  We will then work in sets of 2-3 to draft each section. 
 

III.  The meeting adjourned at 1:55 pm. 
 
 Notes prepared by Veronica Dark Oct 29, 2014; modified and approved Oct 30, 2014 
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PRS Taskforce Discussion Notes  
October 30, 2014, 1-2 pm, 1550 Beardshear 

 
Members present: Sue Blodgett, Veronica Dark (Ch.), Peter Goche, Arne Hallam, Lori 
Kappmeyer, Sekar Raju, Eulanda Sanders, Sriram Sundarararjan 
 

I.  Call to Order  
The meeting was called to order shortly after 1.  The draft Oct 23 discussion notes were 
corrected and approved.  The approved notes will be posted in CyBox.   
 
Veronica noted that the agenda included a comment from Sara Nusser regarding the observation 
that interdisciplinary work may not be rewarded in all departments.  That is for later discussion. 

 
II.  Discussion 

A.  The homework assignment had been to come with a list of sections that should be in the Task 
Force Report.  Some had listed more abstract topic and some more specific topics.  The 
topics were all listed on the white board and discussion ensued.  The group decided on an 
organization in which each more specific topic would list the "state of affairs" and "problem 
areas" identified during discussion and then the recommendations from us.   The tentative 
structure and assignments (see next page) were: 

 
 I.  Introduction and Task Force Charge               Veronica  
 II. Body of the Report 
 III. Summary of PRS Specific Recommendations 
 IV. Additional Recommendations to Faculty Senate 
  (i.e.,  recommend Handbook Revisions)    
  -is a negotiation     Kevin 
  -mention collegiality 
  -PRS percentages as multiples of 5 
 
 BODY of the REPORT -- each topic includes state of affairs, problems, recommendations 
 
 A.  What is the PRS and what is its purpose?        Sue and Peter  
            How is it used ? (indicate its importance.)  
 B.  Who does it serve?  Who needs one?           Eulanda   
  Public/Private 
 C.  What categories are possible with examples                              
  - level of detail     Sriram 
  - percentages 
 D.   Who develops and when?  - guidelines             
      - criteria to be used     Sekar 
  - when should it be revised? 
 E.  Guiding principles--Collegiality   Lori 
 
There was discussion of whether one person should draft the document or whether sections 

should be drafted and combined.  We decided on the latter with the caveat that these are 
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only drafts and there likely will be major changes as the final report comes together.   
Assignments are noted as part of the outline.  Arne will help with editing. 

 
 Drafts should be done in two weeks and uploaded to CyBox for discussion at the Nov 13 

meeting.  The target for the report is the end of the semester. 
 
B.  We need to finish discussion of the comments collected in the Spring and determine further 

information, if any, is needed.  We will pick up discussion next week of the role of 
percentages.  Veronica also noted that we need to consider whether one document (the PRS) 
can and should be the basis of P&T and annual evaluations, because they are different sorts 
of evaluation. Arne noted that in appeals of P&T decisions, annual evaluations are often part 
of the appeal.  A discussion might lead to a recommendation to the Senate. 

 
III.  The meeting adjourned at 2:00 pm. 

 
 Notes prepared by Veronica Dark Nov 2, 2014; Approved Nov 6, 2014 
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PRS Taskforce Discussion Notes  
Nov 6, 2014, 1-2 pm, 1550 Beardshear 

 
Members present: Kevin Amidon, Sue Blodgett, Veronica Dark (Ch.), Peter Goche, Arne 
Hallam, Lori Kappmeyer, Sekar Raju, Eulanda Sanders, Sriram Sundarararjan, Wendy Ware 
 

I.  Call to Order  
The meeting was called to order shortly after 1.  The draft Oct 30 discussion notes were 
approved.  The approved notes will be posted in CyBox.   
 
Eulanda noted that she will be at a conference during next week's meeting and Veronica noted 
that she will be at a conference the following week.  We will decide at the meeting on November 
20 whether the rest of the Task Force will meet on that date. 

 
II.  Discussion 

A.  Writing assignments due on November 13 were reconfirmed.  Kevin noted that his 
suggestions for what the sections of the report should be were similar to the structure 
outlined on Oct 30.  He suggested that he might make very specific recommendations to the 
Senate when he prepared his section and it was suggested that specific recommendations 
involving Handbook wording might best be in an appendix with more general 
recommendations as part of the report.   

 
B.  We continued the discussion begun on October 30 of the question on page 8 of the “PRS 

Responses Organized by Question" document about whether percentages/proportions should be 
a required part of the PRS.  As noted in earlier discussions, the PRS is a generalized job 
description that should provide guidance about core expectations and duties.  A consensus 
developed during discussion that inclusion of percentages/proportions was necessary to 
convey proportionality of effort.  Kevin suggested that when we address this in the report, 
we should recommend that the Faculty Handbook be modified to make perfectly clear that 
the unit of evaluation is the calendar year and so the proportions refer to proportionality of 
effort over the entire year; they are not week-to-week guidelines but global guidelines. 

 
ACTION:  Proportions/percentages should be included in a PRS to indicate proportionality of 

effort over the calendar year. 
 
       Discussion turned to the fact that the Faculty Handbook states that the PRS is the basis of 

both P&T and annual evaluations.  In some departments, the proportions/percentages are 
used as weights in figuring the annual evaluation salary category to which a faculty member 
is assigned.  Because the percentages/proportions might have different uses in the two types 
of evaluations, Kevin suggested that we further recommend that each department specify 
how the proportions/percentages will be used in each of the two types of evaluation. 

 
C.   We turned to the question of “What types of limiting statements are permissible in the 

PRS?” on page 13 of the “PRS Responses Organized by Question" document.  A broad research 
area related to the job advertisement would be acceptable if it were deemed necessary.  
There was consensus that specific courses should NOT be in a PRS.  Discussion noted that 
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teaching is assigned by the chair and assignments vary with department needs and available 
other instructors, so the PRS should not tie the chair’s hands, however, a broad description 
of a teaching area (e.g., will teach courses in cognitive psychology at all levels) is acceptable 
if deemed necessary.  Arne asked whether the same should be true of NTE, who may be 
hired to teach specific courses.  Task Force members suggested that this could be noted as 
an exception or special case. 

 
       Discussion reluctantly halted as 1:50 in response to a fire alarm.   
 

III.   The meeting did not formally adjourn, but did end shortly after 1:50 as Task Force Members 
exited the building.   

 
 Notes prepared by Veronica Dark Nov 12, 2014; approved Nov 13, 2014 
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PRS Taskforce Discussion Notes 
Nov 13, 2014, 1-2 pm, 1550 Beardshear 

 
Members present: Kevin Amidon, Sue Blodgett, Veronica Dark (Ch.), Arne Hallam, Lori 
Kappmeyer, Sekar Raju, Eulanda Sanders, Sriram Sundarararjan, Wendy Ware 
 

I.  Call to Order  
The meeting was called to order shortly after 1.  The discussion notes of the Nov 7 meeting were 
approved with one minor change to the distributed version.  The approved notes will be posted in 
CyBox.   
 
Eulanda is at a conference and Peter is home with an ill child.  Because several members of the 
Task Force will be at conferences next week, that meeting was cancelled.  The next meeting will 
be Dec 4. 

 
II.  Discussion 

A.  Some members briefly mentioned aspects of their reports, but there was no substantive 
discussion since many members had not been able to read all of them because they were not 
available until just before the meeting.  We spent the majority of the time considering 
different ways to accomplish integrating the separate parts into a whole.  We developed the 
following multi-part plan for consideration of the Draft Sections 

1. Everyone who drafted a section of the report will carefully go through it to make sure it is 
clear and that it matches what we agreed to in the written discussion notes posted on 
CyBox.  This author editing will be completed by Thursday, Nov 20, and uploaded into 
CyBox. 

2. Between Nov 20 and Nov 29, anyone who so desires can make comments and suggest 
editorial changes to the separate sections that reside in CyBox.   Markup changes should 
be in separate documents to be considered by the group, but comments may be inserted 
into the CyBox version.  (Note:  There was concern that people might work on different 
versions of the documents if they happen to be working at the same time.  It was 
suggested that you save a version with your comments just in case.  Also, make sure that 
you are working on the most recent CyBox version.) 

3. On Sunday, November 30, Veronica will merge all the parts into one draft document.  
She will provide transitions and make formatting consistent.  She may make non-
substantive editorial changes.  This draft document will be completed by Monday, 
December 1.   

4. Everyone will go through the draft document prior to the meeting on December 4 and 
will come to that meeting with questions/comments/suggested changes.  These 
questions/comments/suggested changes could be in a separate document in CyBox.  We 
will begin live editing of the document at the Dec 4 meeting. 
 

B.  There was some discussion in response to a question raised by Sekar of when the PRS should 
be reviewed.  It was clear that we need to clarify the cycle of review for tenured professors.  
The post-tenure review cycle is every 7 years, but the Handbook suggests review every five 
years and there also is supposed to be annual review at the time of the annual evaluation 
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meeting with the chair.  It was noted that each PRS needs to be dated so that reviews can be 
documented. 

 
C.  We discussed the role that the PRS should play in tenure review.  As Kevin has noted in the 

past, scholarship/creative activity is really the sole criterion for tenure.  Wendy 
acknowledged this but noted that the PRS should allow for different levels of needed 
scholarship/creative activity for those whose PRSs focus more on teaching or clinical 
practice, for example. 

 
D. We discussed again the role of collegiality in tenure decisions.  Kevin reiterated his concern 

about treating collegiality as a criterion of performance versus as a criterion of conduct.  
Chapter 7 of the Handbook addresses conduct.  Wendy expressed a different view that lack 
of collegiality could create a hostile work environment and that we should be able to 
consider that during the tenure process.  Kevin pointed out that a hostile environment is 
more relevant to Chapter 7, but also acknowledged that individual faculty make tenure 
decisions based on their own judgments. 

 
III.   Discussion ended and the meeting adjourned at 2 pm. 
 
 Notes prepared by Veronica Dark Nov 13, 2014 

 approved Dec 4, 2014 



 

23 
 

PRS Taskforce Discussion Notes  
Dec 4, 2014, 1-2 pm, 2510 Beardshear 

 
Members present: Kevin Amidon, Sue Blodgett, Veronica Dark (Ch.), Peter Goche, Lori 
Kappmeyer, Sekar Raju, Eulanda Sanders, Sriram Sundarararjan, Wendy Ware 
 

I.  Call to Order  
The meeting was called to order shortly after 1.  The discussion notes of the Nov 13 meeting 
were approved as distributed.  The approved notes will be posted in CyBox.   
 

II. Discussion 
 The "game plan" developed on Nov 13 was to have a draft of the document available for editing 

at today's meeting.  The plan was revised by Veronica on November 30 when she compiled the 
separate sections into "Draft 1" and distributed it to the committee.  She noted that the draft was 
not in any shape to have group editing as originally planned.  She asked for section authors to 
take a look at their sections in the context of the whole document and to provide edits making 
their section better fit the whole by Wednesday, Dec 3 so that she could compile a Draft 2 for 
discussion.  She also invited additional comments for discussion.  Unfortunately, only one 
member of the committee was able to provide edits and only one member provided comments, 
and those were not received until Thursday morning. 

 
We discussed the document as it existed.  It is clearly cobbled together with much redundancy 
and repetition.  It is in need of someone doing a complete overhaul.  Someone brought up that 
Arne had said he'd do this, but he was not present.  Veronica said that she would, but could not 
get to it prior to Saturday noon at the earliest, so section authors were again invited to revise their 
sections anytime prior to then. 
 
We began to discuss questions and comments that were interspersed in the draft document.   

 We confirmed that DOGE is typically institutional service.   
 We considered the fact that some PRSs are never changed although they should be re-

examined on a regular basis.  The suggestion was made that the signatures on the PRS 
should be valid only for a period of time, say no more than 7 years.  The new PRS could 
be identical to the old PRS, but it would be newly discussed/negotiated and signed.  No 
action was taken. 

 We discussed two comments by Kevin on wording in the draft document recommending 
that collegiality should be part of the Faculty Handbook.  He asked that the 
recommendation regarding the term "collegiality" be removed and suggested other 
wording to accomplish the same goal.  There was lively and long discussion with the 
majority of members argued for keeping the recommendation about collegiality as had 
been decided at the September 18 meeting. 

 
III.   Discussion ended and the meeting adjourned at 2 pm. 
 
 Notes prepared by Veronica Dark Dec 9, 2014; approved Dec 11, 2014 
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PRS Taskforce Discussion Notes  
Dec 11, 2014, 1-2 pm, 2510 Beardshear 

 
Members present: Kevin Amidon, Sue Blodgett, Veronica Dark (Ch.), Arne Hallam, Peter 
Goche, Lori Kappmeyer, Sekar Raju, Eulanda Sanders, Wendy Ware 
 

I.  Call to Order  
The meeting was called to order shortly after 1.  The discussion notes of the December 4 meeting 
were approved and will be posted in CyBox.   
 

II. Planning 
We developed a new plan.  Veronica admitted that she was too optimistic in promising to get a 
draft done over the weekend.  Although she sketched out what the revision should look like, she 
overestimated the amount of time that she would have and underestimated the amount of time 
she would need.  In order to produce a version of the report that accurately reflects all the work 
that we have done this semester, she needs a full day with nothing else to do to get the revision 
done.  She will not have time to do it until after the end of the semester.   
 
We will not meet next week (Dec 18).  Veronica will complete the revision after grades are 
submitted.  Task Force Members will critically read the draft and distribute electronic comments 
to the group during the first week of January.  We will meet 1-2 on Thurs, Jan 15 (the first week 
of spring semester), for final edits with a meeting on Jan 22 if necessary.  Kevin will also work 
on the language for the Senate.  He and Veronica will be in communication. 

 
III. Discussion 
 
   A.  We continued discussion of whether collegiality should be in the PRS.   

 Sue noted that the PRS is a job description.  It is about what you are supposed to do, not 
how you are supposed to do it.  Collegiality seems more like how. 

 Kevin agreed and reiterated that he thinks the PRS should refer to FH 5 and FH 7. 
 Arne pointed out that there had been instances in which faculty stated that if something is 

not in the PRS, it cannot be used as a basis of evaluation.   
 Sue reiterated that ISU really needs a standards document.   
 Kevin reiterated that FH 7 already has procedures for dealing with extreme cases of lack 

of collegiality. 
 Sekar noted that we need a way to prevent the extreme situation from developing.  We 

need to be able to point to something at the 3rd year review to say that behavior needs to 
be changed.   

 The PRS is used for evaluations.  If collegiality is part of annual evaluations, shouldn't it 
be in the PRS? 

 What about the statement recommended on the Provost website that all faculty are 
expected to follow the professional conduct described in FH 7?  There was general 
support for this suggestion. 

 
   B.  Veronica asked for some discussion of what it means for the PRS to BE the basis of evaluation 

when clearly scholarship is the basis for promotion and tenure.   
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 Several what if cases were generated--suppose an associate professor had a 50% teaching 
and 40% institutional service role and was excellent in both.  He/she could NOT be 
promoted because there is no national reputation even though he/she is exceeding 
expectations in his/her job duties.  Wendy and Veronica argued that the person should be 
promotable, but others did not agree because scholarship is the basis of promotion in the 
handbook.  They noted that the chair should not sign such a PRS.  Veronica and Wendy 
said but what if the chair did, should the faculty member be punished?   

 Arne noted that there had been a similar case in LAS recently.  LAS will not allow less 
than 25% scholarship for associate professors.  (But, the PRS is a negotiation with the 
faculty member and the chair?)   

 Lori and Wendy noted that in some disciplines, a national reputation can be developed 
through professional service.  Arne noted that whatever it is, it should be peer reviewed 
and archivable. 

 Our report must point out the limitations of the PRS in terms of promotion.  We need a 
statement when proportion of is discussed that makes clear that the PRS MUST reflect 
sufficient opportunity for scholarship to build a national reputation.  Arne suggested 
something like "the effort proportions should be constructed to allow the individual to 
meet criteria for promotion."  Wendy pointed out that this should be considered critically 
at the 3rd year review. 

 
   C.  Veronica noted that all of today's discussion was about the PRS for tenured/tenure-eligible 

faculty.  One of the things that she realized in outlining the revision was that there are 
different issues for NTE faculty.  She asked Peter for his thoughts about proportions in the 
PRSs of NTE faculty.  Peter noted that inclusion of service for NTE faculty protects them.  
There have been situations in which they are expected to do service, but their PRS is all 
teaching.  Veronica suggested that the proportion effort association with service assigned to 
NTE faculty should be equivalent to the proportion effort that would be in the PRS of a 
tenured/tenure-eligible faculty member. 

 
III.   Discussion ended and the meeting adjourned at 2 pm. 
 
          Notes prepared by Veronica Dark Dec 11, 2014; approved Jan 15, 2015. 
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PRS Taskforce Discussion Notes 
Jan 15, 2015, 1-2 pm, 1550 Beardshear 

 
Members present: Kevin Amidon, Veronica Dark (Ch.), Arne Hallam, Lori Kappmeyer, Sekar 
Raju, Eulanda Sanders, Sriram Sundarararjan, Wendy Ware 
 

I.  The meeting was called to order shortly after 1.  The discussion notes for the Dec 11, 2014 
meeting were approved as distributed and will be posted on CyBox. 

 
II. Discussion  
     
   A.  We edited up to page 8 of the Jan 14 draft document primarily by discussing the comments. 

 We began by considering whether or not to have a summary of recommendations at the end or 
an executive summary at the beginning.  We ended favoring the latter, but withholding final 
decision until the paper was finished. 

 We decided to use "unit head" in place of department chair throughout the report. 
 There was much discussion of differences between NTE and TTE faculty in terms of the 

initial PRS.  Arne made a convincing case that at least one category of NTE faculty, lecturers, 
cannot enter into negotiation for the original PRS, which SHOULD be signed along with the 
LOI. Veronica will change the wording in the report to reflect this. 

 Arne pointed out that no NTE mediation process is outlined in the Faculty Handbook and that 
one is needed to protect lecturers.  
 

   B.  Veronica noted that she had not gotten back to Kevin, who had sent suggested changes to the 
Handbook.  Kevin noted that he had made some revisions and that she should look at the newer 
version, which he will send.  The plan is to distribute it for discussion next week. 

 
   C.  We agreed that we will need to meet again after next week.  Several people indicated, 

however, that they would not be available for a meeting on Jan. 29 but would be available on 
Feb. 5. 

 
III.   The meeting adjourned at 2 pm. 
 

    Notes prepared by Veronica Dark Jan 18, 2015; approved Jan 22, 2015. 
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PRS Taskforce Discussion Notes  
Jan 22, 2015, 1-2 pm, 1550 Beardshear 

 
Members present: Kevin Amidon, Sue Blodgett, Veronica Dark (Ch.), Peter Goche, Arne 
Hallam, Lori Kappmeyer, Eulanda Sanders, Wendy Ware 
 

I.  The meeting was called to order shortly after 1.  The discussion notes for the Jan 15 meeting 
were approved as distributed and will be posted on CyBox. 

 
II. Discussion  
     
   A.  We considered the edits through page 8 of the Jan 19 draft.   

 Title page was corrected. 
 Need to add a definitions and abbreviations section prior to the "findings" section. 
 Considerable discussion and editing to make clear distinctions between TE and NTE initial 

PRSs. 
 Considerable discussion and editing of the description of scholarship/creative activity, 

including deletion of examples. 
 
   B.  We will schedule a two hour meeting on Jan 29 (Eulanda cannot attend).  Veronica will add 

the abbreviations to the draft and resend with the changes agreed upon today.  She will also 
distribute the Handbook Language that Kevin has been working on.   We will finish going over 
the draft document and then consider Kevin's suggestions. 

 
III.   The meeting adjourned at 2 pm. 
 

    Notes prepared by Veronica Dark Jan 26, 2015; approved Jan 29, 2015. 
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PRS Taskforce Discussion Notes  
Jan 29, 2015, 1-3 pm, 1550 Beardshear 

 
Members present: Kevin Amidon, Veronica Dark (Ch.), Peter Goche, Arne Hallam, Lori 
Kappmeyer, Sekar Raju, Sriram Sundarararjan, Wendy Ware 
 

I.  The meeting was called to order shortly after 1.  The discussion notes for the Jan 22 meeting 
were approved as distributed and will be posted in CyBox. 

 
II. Discussion  
     
   A.  We finished the discussion of the remaining comments and did more editing. 

 Veronica will add our definition of scholarship. 
 Veronica will clarify the different NTE titles. 
 If time, Veronica will develop the summary. 

   B. We began discussion of the specific recommendations to the Faculty Handbook as drafted by 
Kevin.  

 
III.   We decided that we would meet for an hour on Feb. 5.  The meeting adjourned at 3 pm. 
 

    Notes prepared by Veronica Dark Feb 4, 2015; approved Feb 5, 2015. 
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PRS Taskforce Discussion Notes  
Feb 5, 2015, 1-2 pm, 1550 Beardshear 

 
Members present: Kevin Amidon, Veronica Dark (Ch.), Peter Goche, Lori Kappmeyer, Sekar 
Raju, Eulanda Sanders, Sriram Sundarararjan, Wendy Ware 
 

I.  The meeting was called to order shortly after 1.  Incomplete discussion notes for Jan 29 had been 
electronically distributed.  The complete version was displayed and approved and will be posted 
in CyBox. 

 
II. Discussion  
     
   A.  The revised Task Force Report and the revised Appendix A (the specific recommendations to 

about Faculty Handbook wording as drafted by Kevin) had not been electronically distributed 
until late last night, so not everyone had been able to read them.   
 We began with comments that Sue had sent on Appendix A. 
 One of the first items of discussion was what to call the scholarship area.  We switched to 

the body of the Task Force report to see the two different paragraphs for this area that 
Veronica had crafted.  We decided to stick with "Research/Creative Activity" but to also 
include our definition of scholarship within the paragraph. 

 As part of discussion, we noted that we needed to comment within the main report on the 
lack of a PRS mediation process for NTE. 

 When we got to the narrative description paragraph of Appendix A, we noted that we need 
to include a description of this paragraph in the main report.  Veronica said that she was 
working on the university template to go out with the LOI and that it didn't currently have a 
narrative paragraph.  As discussion occurred, it became clear that there were two different 
assumptions among committee members about what a PRS template would look like.  We 
were not able to reach consensus before running out of time (we were already running over 
and people began to leave for other appointments). 

 
   B. We decided on a two-hour meeting for next week (Feb 12).   (Note:  Beardshear 1550 is not 

available so this meeting will be in Beardshear 2510). 
 
III.   The meeting adjourned at 2:30 pm. 
 

    Notes prepared by Veronica Dark Feb 5, 2015; approved Feb 12, 2015. 
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PRS Taskforce Discussion Notes  
Feb 12, 2015, 1-3 pm, 2510 Beardshear 

 
Members present: Kevin Amidon, Veronica Dark (Ch.), Peter Goche, Arne Hallam, Lori 
Kappmeyer, Sekar Raju, Sriram Sundarararjan, Wendy Ware 
 
I.  The meeting was called to order shortly after 1.  The Feb 5 discussion notes were approved as 

distributed. 
 

II. Discussion  
   A.  Veronica and Kevin gave a brief report of comments on "collegiality" on the senate floor.  

President-elect Rob Wallace suggested that the senate should consider the role of 
collegiality at ISU.  He suggested that collegiality was not in any governance documents.  
We noted that it was a topic of discussion by this committee and that our report would soon 
be complete. 

 

   B.  We semi-finalized the current draft (Revised Complete Draft no Appendices Feb 11), 
which had only minor changes from the document circulated after the Feb 5 meeting.  
Veronica will make some changes based on discussion. 

 
   C.  We semi-finalized the current draft of the specific Faculty Handbook wording changes in 

Kevin's document (PRS FH language Appendix A Feb 5) 
 
   D.  We considered the draft of Appendix B (PRS Template Appendix B Feb 5).  Veronica will 

remove the instructions and put them at the end of the document. 
 
  E.  We are almost done!   

 We are tentatively scheduled for a two hour meeting on Feb. 19 in Beardshear 2510.   
 Veronica noted that Dawn wanted to meet with the committee to ask some questions.  We 

wondered if she might be available during our regular meeting time.  Veronica will 
check. 

 Veronica will make the agreed upon changes sometime on Friday and electronically 
circulate a revised draft.  Over the weekend, the committee will do a final (we hope) read 
through.  We do not anticipate any major changes, but there might be minor changes and 
corrections of spelling, grammar, etc.  Committee members will give their approval to 
this penultimate draft and Veronica will send to Dawn.   

 We will plan to meet with Dawn at 1 next week, if she is available.  Then, based on her 
questions, we will finalize the draft and formally submit it to her and to the Senate.  If she 
is not available, we will decide electronically on whether or not to meet.   

 
III.   The meeting adjourned at 2:30 pm. 
 

    Notes prepared by Veronica Dark Feb 12, 2015; approved Feb 19, 2015. 
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PRS Taskforce Discussion Notes - draft 
Feb 19, 2015, 1-3 pm, 2510 Beardshear 

 
Members present: Kevin Amidon, Sue Blodgett, Veronica Dark (Ch.), Arne Hallam, Lori 
Kappmeyer, Sekar Raju, Sriram Sundarararjan, Wendy Ware 
 
Guests present: Dawn Bratsch-Prince (Associate Provost), Kevin Schalinske (FS President) 
 
I.  The meeting was called to order at 1.  The Feb 12 discussion notes were approved as 

distributed. 
 

II. Discussion  
   A.  The two guests were asked to describe any concerns or questions that might inform the 

Task Force during its final deliberations. 
 Dawn thanked the task force members for all their hard work.  She is very pleased with 

the report and will be able to support its recommendations, especially recommendations 
regarding 
 the need for all faculty to have a PRS 
 the public nature of the PRS 
 the PRS template 
 the recommended changes to the handbook. 

 Dawn made two suggestions for improvement: substitution of the word "challenges" for 
"problems" and substitution of "civility" for "collegiality".   

 In response to a question, we clarified that we had separated "extension" from 
"engagement and outreach" because the former is a required responsibility of faculty 
with formal extension appointments but the latter is something that faculty choose to do.  

 Dawn and Arne noted that the Task Force treated departments and programs as co-equals 
in terms of PRSs for joint appointments, but that they are not.  There may be 
responsibilities associated with a program, but faculty do not have joint appointments 
with a program.  We will fix this in the report.  

 Dawn urged us to complete the report as soon as possible and Kevin indicated that when 
he gets it, he will distribute to the Senate Executive Board for discussion and 
determination of next action. The desire of everyone is to get action (i.e., handbook 
changes) before the end of the academic year.  If that should happens, we would have to 
allow some time for departments to revise their governance documents and all PRSs 
would need to be revised. 

 
   B.  When the guests left, the Task Force continued discussion to finalize the document. 

 We decided to replace "problems" with "challenges", but to keep the term "collegiality". 
 We discussed whether to break the "external service/engagement and outreach" area into 

two areas, but decided to keep it as one with the addition of wording acknowledging that 
it included two different types of activity. 

 We decided on minor edits to clarify that there is just one PRS for a faculty member, that 
the PRS is only changed for long-term changes in responsibilities, and that it is okay to 
have an activity listed under an area for annual performance evaluation even though the 
PRS percentage is zero. 
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 The Task Force once again spent some time convincing Veronica that there was not a 
problem with the dual uses of the PRS (P&T and annual performance evaluations).   

 Veronica suggested changing some of Appendix B to better reflect (in her view) the main 
report.  Kevin did not agree that the suggested changes would matter and urged the report 
to remain as is.  Veronica will make the changes and circulate both versions to the task 
force for their input.   

 
   C.  Veronica will make the final edits and circulate the final draft for approval.  Then, once the 

document is formally received by the Senate and the Provost for consideration/circulation, 
Veronica will notify the task force members so that they also can share the report. 

 
 The task force determined that there was no need to meet again!  When we approve the 

document, and these discussion notes, we are done! 
 

III.   The meeting adjourned around 2:50 pm. 
 

    Notes prepared by Veronica Dark Feb 19, 2015;  approved electronically Feb 22. 
 


