College of Art and Architecture

Notes accompanying NOI for university committee use

Mark Hoversten, Dean

March 8, 2010


College of Art and Architecture

Notes accompanying NOI for university committee use

Mark Hoversten, Dean

March 8, 2010

Scope of reconfiguration:

· Integrates the administrative structure into one unit
· Degrees, curricula, programmatic offerings remain the same

Rational for the reconfiguration:

“We teach the integrated concepts of art, design and technology with a focus on cultural and environmental stewardship.”
CAA Vision Statement 2006

“Unleash the power of design and creativity in every aspect of our teaching, research, service and administration, boldly using the tools of our professions to overtly impact how we teach, learn and operate as a College.”
CAA Strategy #1 2006

· Reactivation of the college in 2005 was based on the premise of integrated design in a common studio culture. The CAA Strategic Plan - Create, Collaborate, Lead - articulated these concepts in a bold series of vision statements and strategies. The proposed reorganization of the College reflects a continuing commitment to that vision of an integrated college of art and design in which each discipline contributes to and reinforces the educational goals of the other disciplines.

· An integrated college will prepare our students to enter professional environments that are increasing integrated from the inception of every project and, in many cases, even before the project has been defined. It will give them a competitive edge in this marketplace and position them to be leaders in rapidly changing art and design professions.
· By removing departmental silos, the reconfiguration responds to our aspirational goals to create visionary work, attempt to bridge scales, focus on primary values and concerns about people, environment and sustainability, and engage new paradigms to address synergies for cutting edge research, outreach, and instruction, and culture/climate.
· Reconfiguration also puts the college in a stronger position to extend professional fees to all students in the college as was the original intention when the college was re-activated in 2005. The potential revenue that will be phased in over three years will equal $230,000 per year at the time of full phase-in.

· Reduced state funding requires us to establish larger academic units, develop more efficient management structures, and find new revenue streams.

Process:

· December 16, 2008

· Review of budget holdbacks, reallocations, and college deficit.
· Decision to hold “chairs + one” meetings to identify potential budget cut options, identify new sources of revenue, and consider different models of delivering the CAA education.
· February 27, 2009:  Faculty and staff were involved in workshops that resulted in goals for the reconfiguration of the College. Chief among them was the need to retain existing faculty numbers to continue to teach classes. Other issues discussed included:

· Engaging in a cooperative effort to solve the budget crises while maintaining the core of the college, our mission and vision.

· Concerns and desires were expressed and specific courses of action were tested.

· These workshops continued on March 11 and 12, 2009.  Items discussed were:
· Strengthening overall College offerings with the help of positions from  Architecture Program (ongoing)

· Streamlining Foundations (ongoing)

· Creating a Professional Degree in Landscape Architecture (complete)
· Cap Salaries for TA’s (complete)

· Between workshops, chairs tested options that might be brought forward to the faculty as possible solutions. This list included:

· a) Horizontal cuts

· b) Eliminate junior faculty

· c) Eliminate a program

· d) Merge programs

· e) Reorganize structure; change departmental structure; hire to respond to  new requirements

· f) Merge colleges

· g) Furloughs

· August 18 and 19, 2009:  Department chairs presented six options including a list of advantages and disadvantages of each for faculty consideration.
· Faculty reiterated the need to retain all faculty positions.

· Faculty asked for a method to prioritize options to:
· Address the financial gap and propel the college to address a radically changing world,  

· Support the core vision and missions of the University and College of Art & Architecture,

· Apply decisions to meet time frames requirements.

· September 25, 2009:  The six options plus five more that were brought forward by faculty members were tested and prioritized in a joint workshop of faculty and Advisory Council members. The top three options were:

· Two departments:
· Architecture and Interior Design - Art and Design, Landscape Architecture, Virtual Technology and Design
· One unit/eliminate traditional departments

· Three departments:

· Architecture and Interior Design – Virtual Technology and Design and Art and Design – Landscape Architecture and Bioregional Planning (bioregional planning is not part of the college so this option was not viable)

· September – November, 2009:  Department chairs worked to further test preferred options with their departments. They ultimately recommended a one unit structure.
· Student meetings were held on February 11, March 25, April 1, August 23, and October 30, 2009. They resumed on January 20, February 3, and March 3, 2010. These meetings were held to keep students informed of the process and gather input regarding their concerns and desires as well as respond to rumors they might have heard.
· December 17, 2009:  A College workshop identified faculty and staff concerns – primarily relating to faculty governance and accreditation.
· In response to the December workshop, a Blackboard website was established to encourage informal communication.  Faculty members were asked to submit additional options or to suggest resolutions to the concerns.
· Several ideas for maintaining faculty governance within a one unit option were placed on the Blackboard site. 

· No new options were submitted.

· January, 2010:  Four 1 ½ hour dialogue sessions were held to allow smaller groups to discuss options.  A straw poll indicated that 80% of faculty and staff supported the one-unit option.
· Two additional options were brought forward from the list considered on September 25. One of these was not from the top three prioritized at that time, but was considered anyway.

· An in-depth dialogue identified strengths and weaknesses of all options.
· January 25 – 27: Straw poll of all faculty and staff.
· The straw poll was conducted using an anonymous, written ballot. Ballots were counted by two staff people (not faculty members or administrators) in the room and ballots are currently stored in a steel cabinet. It was called a straw poll because staff members were included. Staff members were included because a) reconfiguration involves them on a daily basis and their input was needed, and b) there are no direct curricula, programmatic, or degree changes involved in this reconfiguration decision.
· 80% (28 of 35) of respondents supported the reconfiguration. Two people did not submit ballots.
· February, 2010:  
· Four 1 ½ hour faculty dialogue meetings were held to craft this NOI.

· March 4, 2010: 

· College by-laws committee approved the NOI and submitted it to the dean.

· The dean submitted the NOI to the provost.
Financial Considerations:

· Cost savings are not the primary purpose of reconfiguring the college. However, in general, the financial considerations related to the NOI and reconfiguration is important.
· Whether or not the college reconfiguration takes place, starting July 1, 2010, chairs will be assigned 9 month contracts. This will result in approximately $27,000 savings, part of which will be used to hire chairs for part of the summer to assure continuity in advising and course offerings.
· This reconfiguration strongly positions the college to realize its request, first made in 2005 at the SBOE meeting that re-activated the college, to extend professional fees to all students in the college. At this time Art and Design students don’t pay professional fees and, therefore, don’t fully participate in the expenses of the college as other students do. A new request is being submitted to the SBOE separately at this time. It would a) provide equity among students in the college to pay for the high cost of studio-based education, b) generate needed additional revenue, and c) meet the state requirements.
· These professional fees would be phased in over three years and would ultimately generate approximately $230,000 per year. Professional fees can be covered by student financial aid. They also can be used in a greater variety of ways than lab and Course fees.

· Finally, reconfiguration will streamline certain financial management processes by reducing the number of duplicated accounts in the college. Over summer, 2010, the budgets will be reviewed to determine the extent to which this is possible. Not all duplicated accounts can be consolidated because of accreditation and the need to maintain identity in some cases.

Curricular, degree, and program Changes:

· There are no curricular, degree changes, or program changes identified in this NOI. However, we hope the integrated structure results in ongoing curricular improvements following faculty deliberations and decisions. We see this proposed structure as an opportunity to afford that cooperation and collaboration.
· For example, there have been discussions about an integrative core for the college having a foundation, vertical, and capstone courses identified and integrated into the curricula. We also see this structure encouraging an integrative lecture series, coordinated studio project reviews that take better advantage of the unique mix of disciplines in the college (few universities house this mix of disciplines in one college), and topical field trips. These approaches reduce redundancies and create more compelling types of courses that look at nestling scales and scopes and emphasize interconnected, rather than fragmented areas of expertise.
· The integrated college reinforces the vision of the Idaho Urban Research Design Center (IURDC) in Boise where we focus on urban design issues that are, by nature, interdisciplinary and integrated. The reconfigured structure makes it easier to deliver a range of courses integrating all disciplines in the college.
Decision Points:
· Spring, 2010: NOI approval through college and university faculty governance and SBOE. Professional fee application through SBOE approval.  Continue to work with and listen to students throughout process. Contact accreditation and licensing boards, alumni, advisory council.
· Summer, 2010: Review of budgets. Continue communication to constituents groups.
· Fall, 2010: Review by-laws including faculty governance, committee structure, definition of chair/coordinator positions, position descriptions, performance evaluations, tenure and promotion processes and criteria, etc. Determine phase-in schedule in greater detail.
· 2010/2011 academic year: use existing by-laws and function similar to existing until revised by-laws are approved and phase-in can begin. Begin examination of integrated curricula. Integrate lecture series and end of semester student reviews. 
· Detailed integration schedule to be determined in fall, 2010.
Unfinished Business:
· The NOI is written so that faculty governance processes will continue after NOI approval. The college anticipates a gradual implementation with the initial year (next academic year) operating in a very similar fashion to the current structure. During that year, details about leadership titles and distribution of responsibilities will be defined and implemented as the faculty governance process proceeds.
· There is a need refine the titles and tasks of leadership and develop routing paths for faculty governance in accordance with the FSH and revised college by-laws. These details have not been included in the NOI because it was thought they would distract the SBOE from the main focus of reconfiguration and because it was thought faculty governance issues are better addressed within the university rather than at the SBOE.
· For example, it has been suggested to ‘promote’ chairs so that tasks such as enrollment management, coordination of college committees, assessment and other tasks normally assigned to associate deans might be distributed among the ‘coordinator’ positions (or whatever title eventually emerges). 
· Another suggestion that shows up in the NOI budget: buy-out part of an existing chair position’s time so that tasks of implementing the NOI and certain other tasks not yet defined in the ‘coordinator’ position can be accomplished during the next year as faculty governance and structure are further refined. It will be essential to coordinate the titles and duties of college leadership with the FSH. 
·  Although these issues are still in the suggestion stage, they indicate the level of dialogue within the college. The college has found effective ways to engage all members in governance including a mixture of facilitated workshops, blackboard discussion sites, dialogue meetings, votes/straw polls, and deliberations of appropriate college committees.
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