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Mark Eischeid

While this proposed policy would not currently, nor in the near term, impact me as my department has no presence, current or proposed, in Portland, the one comment I have is that the limited appointment lengths (3 years max., 
with possible renewal) would make it unattractive for me to want consider being in Portland.  The uncertainty of the length of appointment would make it financially too risky/onerous/expensive for me to uproot to Portland and 
likely back again, and I suspect it could be even more disruptive for families.

Gerald Gast

The proposed "Portland Faculty Assignment Criteria and Process" is unwarranted and unnecessary.  It is clear this process is in direct response to the recent attempt of the dean of the College of Design to transfer three tenured 
senior faculty members from the Portland to Eugene campus.  The dean lost face in failing to implement the reassignment when it was overruled by the Provost's office in a faculty grievance.  An investigation by the State is 
underway to determine if the unsuccessful reassignment attempt was a matter of discrimination.  Now the dean is making this sham attempt to propose a new assignment process.  This is disgraceful.  At this time The Department 
of Architecture has extremely low faculty morale due to multiple problems with the College reorganization and ineffectiveness of the present dean and associate dean of administration.  This proposal would further divide the 
faculty and distract from our work of teaching, research and service.
> The Preamble is flawed.  The right of the University to reassign faculty to another city dates back to a 1963 University policy (54 years old) that has never been used.  Nor has it been tested in a Court of Law.  I do not believe it is 
legal.  A 60-day transfer period for a faculty member to relocate is not reasonable.
> Why should the qualifications of a Portland faculty member be different from a Eugene faculty member?  The argument advanced in this proposed policy is not convincing.
> A new (secondary) evaluation process and evaluation committee are unnecessary. This would duplicate and contradict existing University evaluation policies and procedures.
> The proposed process does not account for existing tenured faculty who have moved their life to Portland to own a residence, establish a place for family, maintain professional contacts that advance the mission of the 
Department and School.
> The Department's role in assigning faculty to teach specific courses would be undermined by this proposed process.  The process is a clear power grad by an ineffective dean who wishes to appear as â€œtough and decisiveâ€�.
> This proposed process should be rejected by the faculty and University.  

Jenny Young

The Document is top down. The Dean may have the final say, but the process should initiate with the Department, then the school and then go to the Dean.
1. The faculty assignment process should initiate with the Department, then go up to the School, and then to the Dean. 
2. The Evaluation Committee should include:  The department head, plus two other faculty members from the elected department faculty personnel committee.  It can include the Portland Director, but not when she/he is also 
being reviewed.  They should then share their evaluation with the Head of School, the Dean, and the faculty member being evaluated.
3.Short Teaching appointments should be reviewed first by Department head, then head of School.
4. There is no process for redress for a decision the Dean makes.  
Modifications to Criteria
1. "Strong record of externally sponsors research" should not be a minimum research criteria. It may be part of the "consistent and current record of excellence in scholarship, but should not be a standalone criterion.
2. Teaching criteria should include: course content is central to the curricular program of the Portland Program.
3. Service criteria should include: 
active connection and active in fostering connections to the faculty and the department in Eugene & leadership in developing and administrating the Portland program.
Implementation
If we are to implement this process, we should begin with all the resident Portland faculty, not just those who have in residence for more than three years.  
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Susan Sokolowski

I have several comments/concerns regarding the Portland Faculty Criteria document:

1. This document feels like it was written for the Architecture department. Since Sports Product Design is a PDX-only program with faculty that specialize in SPD, and have professional practice in PDX, a lot of the language does not 
see to consider this. If this document was written only for the Architecture department, then please specify. 

2. I'm also not a resident faculty, I'm a permanent faculty to the UO PDX, I live in PDX and was hired to work in PDX, per my offer letter and contract. 

3. There is no wording in the document about maintaining professional practice. We are in PDX b/c of our professional practice and industry connections - I would think that is important to the College of Design as an element of 
our service?

4. Seems like the proposal suggests that there will be higher standards put in place for PDX COD faculty? I'm all about high quality, however, if that is the case, then those higher quality requirements need to be carefully spelled 
out for the different professor levels (for promotion and tenure). 

5. If it is true that PDX COD faculty will be measured for higher standards, then I think it is fair for the PDX faculty to be paid more because of those higher standards, and the cost of living increase of 20% in PDX. Otherwise, I don't 
think you can ask faculty to work harder than the Eugene faculty and pay them equally.
 
6. Do the Eugene faculty realize that they may be considered inferior to the PDX faculty - I'm sure they would want to be treated and evaluated the same. Perhaps what you are really saying here is that the COD needs to update all 
of their faculty requirements? It is unclear. 

Anonymous

Thank you for sharing this document. I totally agree with the goals of strengthening our PDX programs and the vision for an innovative offerings for research, teaching, and practice engagement with the Portland professional 
community. 

Unfortunately, the strategies that this document proposes would weaken our presence in Portland and fails to build long-time bridges and relationships with its community. As it is, this document violates the UO CBA. It conflicts 
with current faculty 3-year and 6-year review policies and interferes with the department mission to achieve accredited degrees in both Portland and Eugene. In addition, I do not appreciate the top-down approach that this 
document and initiative advocates. I urge you to work with the departments involved to structure a strategy going forward. Each department's representation and programs in Portland is unique and require a policy that is 
developed by the faculty not the Dean!

Thank You For Your Understanding
Virginia Cartwright I would hope that the health and integrity of existing academic programs would not be jeopardized by this new approach to making faculty assignments.

Brook Muller

The criteria that are set out have some correlation to my department's P&T policy (the basic categories are the same for instance), and yet there are differences. For example, there is no mention in this draft of creative practice, 
although perhaps this is what is meant by "professional achievement."
 
It makes me wonder about the extent to which different review criteria "speak to each other," and how a Portland-based faculty member is to weigh these in endeavoring in good faith to advance professionally.

I also wonder about the timing of this review in relation to other reviews (3 year pre tenure, tenure and post tenure). Are these coterminous? Staggered? 

James Tice

I think this proposal is seriously flawed. It assigns to the Dean powers over faculty prerogatives and responsibilities for determining and maintaining academic standards for their respective disciplines. It sets up a two-tier system 
whereby faculty in Portland are held to a different standard than faculty on the home campus which can only serve to divide, rather than unite, the faculty as a whole toward a common, shared purpose. It also fails to 
acknowledge that professional programs are charged with ensuring the same professional standards in both Portland and Eugene, and indeed accreditation may be jeopardized if this proposal goes forward.
The idea that decisions about hiring will be based on administrative needs (a point stated twice in the proposal preamble) can only undermine the greater academic mission of excellence at the University at large. Lastly the 
proposal suggests a process for determining resident faculty appointments with consultation from the programs involved but then is undercut with the statement, "The Dean will make the final determination on a faculty 
member's eligibility to be assigned or continue to be assigned as resident faculty in the Portland program."
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No Name

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on your plans for the Portland Program.  The Portland Program from the beginning focused on urban problems and opportunities.  Since most of us live in cities large and small, the 
Program looked at improvement of the physical place and quality of life in the city.  I feel this is the role of architecture and urban design; part art and part technology.  
Art depends on knowledge of the history of ideas and the importance of knowledge of place.  Technology in architecture informs the art while art synthesizes technology into a meaningful form to improve the practical and 
enhance meaning.  Meaningful form enables communication of ideas about city improvement and support of residents.  This is a delicate balance.  Too much art and you are behind the technical times.  Too much technology and 
the ability to communicate, engage, and delight is diminished (this is the situation today). 
 I feel that what has been a very viable program may become a "think tank" model.  Think tanks by definition are set apart so that they can consider all aspects of certain ideas.  If it were research focused, our program would 
remove itself to look dispassionately from the outside.  
The Portland Program was always meant to work within the city from the inside.  It takes more than three years to become a resident, build those contacts and understand the value and complexity of the political and social 
processes.  It is necessary for the Program to be involved in the city, to know the people, understand the complexity of the issues and not be a dispassionate bit of work in isolation and then back to Eugene.  

Nancy Cheng
Howard Davis
Mark Donofrio
John Rowell
Jim Tice

Dear Dean Lindner -- Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on your proposal.  It is really important that your faculty feel like they have a voice in shaping the future of the College. We are eager to develop a fair and 
consistent set of guidelines that encourage excellence.  Below are comments written by our elected group.
-------------------------
The elected Architecture Department Advisory Committee shares your interest in maintaining top quality faculty in Portland. Our Portland Architecture Program is committed to advancing a dialogue about the future of the city.  
Our graduates play leadership roles in shaping the city and making its reputation as a sustainable, livable place. In a context of rapid urbanization, climate change, transforming economies, emerging technologies, growing 
inequalities, and other challenges. The value of design and professional architectural education has never been greater. 
 
We wanted to share our concerns about your proposed criteria for faculty appointments in Portland so that we can find a better path towards excellence. 
 
We want the highest quality research, creative practice, teaching and service from all our faculty, whether they serve in Portland or in Eugene.  While we emphasize urban issues in Portland, we teach the same accredited 
professional degree programs in both cities. Defining a two-tiered system with different evaluation standards is contrary to the unity of our curriculum and Inconsistent with common standards for our faculty. The accreditation of 
the Portland Program is inextricably linked to the Eugene program: two sites, one professional degree program. Because National Architectural Accreditation Board criteria are complex and discipline-specific, teaching assignments 
must be addressed with appropriate professional knowledge. This has always required close coordination between the Architecture Department Head and the Portland Program Director.  
 
The proposed evaluation system breaks with procedures in our Collective Bargaining Agreement which explain the ways that faculty will be reviewed (Article 20, Section 5). Any new criteria cannot be consistently applied in the 
next two school years because if evaluation criteria change, post-tenure faculty may choose the criteria for their 3rd and 6th year reviews (Article 20, Section 34).  Furthermore, additional reviews would draw time away from 
research.
 
We want to work together with you to find a better solution.  We also want to include Portland civic and professional leaders in the conversation to clarify the best role for the College of Design in Portland, so we can define a 
vision and strategic plan. By acknowledging these guideposts , we can use existing review processes to identify faculty most appropriate to carry forward our collective vision for the College and the Department. 
 
Sincerely,

Architecture Department Advisory Committee
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