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Introduction

On February 12, 2008, Provost Abele appointed a committee of deans and faculty to study the administrative organization of the Division of Academic Affairs (See Appendix A).  Specifically, Provost Abele asked the Committee “to examine the administrative structure of our colleges, schools, and departments,” noting that “it has been more than 30 years since any serious examination of our structure has been undertaken.”  Per Provost Abele’s charge to the Committee, the central goal was “to assess our current organization in terms of intellectual and academic coherence.”  Also, the Committee was asked to consider curricula duplication, ways that administrative overhead might be reduced, and ways to improve coordination and cooperation among academic units.  

The Committee was chaired by Joe Nosari, Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs, and included eight members.  In addition to Joe Nosari, the members were Caryn Beck-Dudley, Dean of the College of Business, Billie J. Collier, Dean of the College of Human Sciences, Larry Dennis, Dean of the College of Information, Isaac Eberstein, Professor of Sociology and representative of the Faculty Senate, Nancy Marcus, Dean of Graduate Studies, Sally McRorie, Dean of the College of Visual Arts, Theatre and Dance, and Joe Travis, Dean of the College of Arts and Sciences.  The Committee was asked to submit its observations and recommendations to Provost Abele by August 15th, 2008.  The first meeting of the Committee was held on February 27, 2008.  Provost Abele attended the meeting, at which time he reiterated the charge that was included in his February 12 appointment memorandum.

The Colleges of Law and Medicine are unique in that they are graduate only colleges and are funded differently from the other fourteen colleges and do not follow the same academic calendar as the other colleges.  Given the differences, these two colleges were not included in the deliberations of the Committee.  

In addition to the colleges, schools, and departments in Academic Affairs, there are units such as Graduate Studies, Undergraduate Studies, the Learning Systems Institute, International Programs, and several others which are a part of Academic Affairs.  Many of the heads of these support units report to the Provost while others report to other individuals in Academic Affairs.  The committee examined the reporting structure only of these units. However, given that a review of this nature was not central to the charge of the committee, most of the committee’s deliberations centered on the organization of the colleges, schools, and departments.

Current Structure of Academic Affairs

Florida State University currently offers 101 baccalaureate degree programs, 112 master’s degree programs, 27 advanced master’s and specialist degree programs, 2 professional degree programs (law and medicine), and 73 doctoral degree programs.   The programs are offered through Academic Affairs, which is currently comprised of 16 colleges containing 53 departments and 4 schools (Appendix B), as well as several miscellaneous support units.  There are 30 direct reports to the Provost, 19 of whom are deans (the 16 college deans, the Dean of the Faculties, the Dean of Graduate Studies, and the Dean of Undergraduate Studies.)

Using the number of E & G filled faculty positions in 2007-08 as one criterion, the colleges vary dramatically in size (Appendix C).  The College of Arts and Sciences is the largest with over 500 faculty members while the College of Motion Picture, Television, and Recording Arts is the smallest with 18 faculty members.  In addition to the College of Arts and Sciences, the Colleges of Business, Education, Social Sciences, and Visual Arts, Theatre and Dance each have over 100 faculty members while the Colleges of Engineering, Human Sciences, Law, Medicine, and Music have faculties numbering between 50 and 100.  The Colleges of Communication, Criminology and Criminal Justice, Information, Nursing, and Social Work have faculties numbering less than 50, joining the College of Motion Picture, Television, and Recording Arts as the smallest colleges ranked by number of faculty.   

There are also substantial differences by college in fundable student credit hours (SCH) generated in 2007-08 (Appendix C).  The College of Arts and Sciences, which houses the English and Mathematics departments, large contributors to the liberal studies requirements, generated 42.6 percent of the total SCH in the University. The college nearest this number was the College of Business, which generated 10.8 percent, followed by the College of Social Sciences with 10.3 percent.   Not considering the Colleges of Law and Medicine since, with insignificant exceptions, each generates graduate student credit hours only, the smallest colleges in terms of SCH generation were the College of Motion Picture, Television, and Recording Arts (.5 percent), the College of Nursing (1.1 percent), and the College of Information (1.6 percent).  As can be discerned from Appendix C, in 2007-08, nearly 71 percent of the total SCH was generated by the four largest colleges: Arts and Sciences, Business, Social Sciences, and Education.  

There is also considerable variation in the graduate/undergraduate mix by college.  Excluding the Colleges of Law and Medicine once again, the percentage of each college’s total SCH which was graduate ranged from 63.8 percent in the College of Information to 6.8 percent in the College of Human Sciences.  The colleges with the largest percentages, in addition to Information, were Social Work (56.6 percent), Motion Picture, Television, and Recording Arts (39.7 percent), and Education (32.9 percent).  Joining Human Sciences at the lower end were Arts and Sciences (9.6 percent), Business (10.5 percent), and Criminology and Criminal Justice (11.3 percent).  Nursing (12.8 percent), Social Sciences (13.1 percent), Engineering (15.1 percent), Visual Arts, Theatre, and Dance (16.9 percent), and Music (20.2 percent) are in the midrange.  With the exception of the College of Education, the colleges with the large percentage of graduate SCH were some of the smaller colleges in terms of both total SCH and numbers of faculty.  One should not, however, get the impression that the smaller colleges dominate the generation of absolute numbers of graduate SCH.  For example, even though the College of Arts and Sciences has one of the smallest percentages of graduate SCH, it generates over 23 percent of the total graduate SCH in the University.
Rationale for Change

The organizational structure of Florida State University has remained essentially unchanged for nearly thirty-five years.  Its academic structure of sixteen colleges was developed in response to internal and external challenges and institutional goals of the mid-1970s. The present arrangement of colleges, departments, and programs is no longer optimal to respond to the needs of society in the 21st Century.

With few exceptions, Florida State University’s colleges operate more or less independently in terms of research and instruction.  This structure has not evolved with the shifting horizons of disciplines and does not easily support new developments outside traditional boundaries.  The current college structure appears overly fragmented and not easily adaptable to the research and instructional changes and institutional challenges which are now occurring and which are expected to accelerate in the future.  Disciplines have evolved for which interaction and sharing of resources can be enhanced by structural changes.
The Florida State University Strategic Planning Committee has completed a detailed, comprehensive analysis of the factors which may impact the university in the next several years (See http://fsuspc.fsu.edu).  The following comments rely heavily on the work of this Committee.  The University faces a world different from the past, one filled with changes in demographics, technology, accountability, and resource availability.  

· The number of college-age persons is expected to grow more slowly after 2010.  This will introduce a more intense competition for students, particularly in the STEM disciplines.  At the same time, the percentage of minorities in Florida’s population is expected to increase over the next several years, perhaps requiring additional resources to enhance and expand student support services. The proportion of adult learners is expected to increase, creating new demands for flexible, interdisciplinary, and lifelong learning.  

· Just as advances in technology are changing people’s working environments, they are changing our learning environments and will continue to do so.  Classrooms will become more electronic and geographically distributed, and new course delivery options will be identified, tested, and implemented.  The learning environment must be more flexible and responsive to change.  Advances in technology are very expensive, particularly if Florida State University is to remain on the cutting edge.

· Increasingly, students, parents, governing boards, commissions, and governmental agencies are calling for more accountability in higher education.  Quoting from the Strategic Planning Committee analysis,” There is a state and national call for Higher Education to be more accountable, strategically nimble, focused more on performance and quality, provide new learning delivery systems, prepare students for the global economy, and develop research and scholars for a knowledge driven economy and society.”   Universities must prepare students to function in a global society, one which will continue to be knowledge based and change rapidly.  Universities must be flexible enough to adapt to these changes and will be held accountable for such adaptations.   Persons in the workforce will demand opportunities for life-long learning from universities as their skills and knowledge will be challenged daily in the work place.  Those organizations which can meet this demand will benefit, and those that cannot will fall behind.

· Higher education in Florida faces uncertainty as far as future funding is concerned. All indications are that state funding for higher education will continue to diminish or increase only marginally.  There are compelling demands on future expected general revenue, particularly, in the health care and K-12 areas, leaving little flexibility for enhanced funding for higher education in Florida.  At the same time, the rate of growth of federal spending for research is expected to decline or remain constant, but certainly not to increase. It is unlikely that tuition rates can be increased enough to offset the revenue declines noted above.  The constraints on resources from general revenue and contracts and grants and the increasing cost of health care and utilities will force FSU to find ways to be more efficient, to be more selective in its expenditures, and to build additional sources of revenue, while at the same time making programmatic changes in a timely fashion.  

· Florida most likely will continue to fund higher education based on FTE production.  This funding model becomes more difficult to sustain because Tallahassee is in a geographic area without ready sources of students.  This forces the University to look at finding other mechanisms to support quality education and research programs.

How best can Florida State University respond to the external forces out of our control and remain a vibrant, leading university?  The academic organization of the University must be suited to this environment and capable of adapting to rapid changes in it.  In addition, the University’s academic organization must be robust and able to meet a rapidly changing world in which the solutions to real world problems require knowledge from multiple disciplines.  In such a world, educators, researchers, and practitioners from individual disciplines collaborate, create new disciplines, and shift the boundaries between traditional disciplines.  In short, the academic division of the University must remain efficient, effective, and within a flexible and dynamic research and learning environment.  

Creating such an environment requires commitment and compromise.  There must be a commitment to a true university, one that sustains a wide range of options from which students may choose, from art history to statistics, from theater and dance to engineering and economics.  But to preserve and invigorate such breadth there must be a compromise between the advantages of autonomous individual programs and the collections of related programs that comprise schools and colleges. 

The traditional college includes departments and programs that represent related areas of knowledge, allied courses of student training, and, more often than not, similar instructional values, methods, and styles.  In many universities, the number and composition of colleges reflects the relationships among areas of knowledge, courses of student training, and instructional styles as they existed thirty or more years ago.  While the orientation and focus of individual departments change constantly when their faculties are dynamic, those of the larger units within a university all too often change slowly.  As a result, the academic organizations of many universities are not optimal in today’s environment and will be less so in the future.  

The best organizational schemes balance several factors.  They recognize the importance of building critical mass in individual programs and realize economies of scale by collecting related programs under unified administrative umbrellas.  The best schemes find the optimal compromise between collections of closely related programs and a diversified portfolio of programs.  They ensure the continued prosperity of successful programs while offering the means to initiate important new ones and adapt to the ebb and flow of relationships among changing ones.  And the best schemes use limited resources efficiently and effectively and create new sources of revenue.

As noted, the existing academic organization of Florida State University has been in place for nearly thirty-five years.  While two wholly new colleges have been created in that period and new departments have formed in many colleges, the overall organization looks much as it did in the mid-1970s.  The University has sixteen colleges that range enormously in size, student composition, and diversity of programs.  Several factors have demonstrated that the variability in ranges among colleges is not optimal.  First, Florida State University’s funding model makes it very difficult to build and sustain strong graduate programs in units without significant undergraduate enrollments.  This reality limits the size of some of the University’s most promising graduate programs, some in entire colleges and others in particular departments and it has limited the growth of faculty in those programs.  Second, the funding model and inevitable fluctuations in state funding levels make smaller units more sensitive to short-term budgetary changes and fluctuations in undergraduate enrollments.  This is especially the case for smaller units whose cost of instruction is above the average for the university.  Third, the more diverse units are more likely to maintain their intellectual and fiscal health in the face of change, whether change is driven by faculty turnover, shifting student interests, the need to train students differently, or opportunities to expand programs in a changing world.  In the most severe cases these factors increase the overall instructional cost per student and limit the contributions these academic units can make.

The common element in these factors is the desirability of each college having a diversified portfolio of programs.  Diversified portfolios, whether as financial investment strategies or organizational plans, can reduce the variance in outcomes in fluctuating environments, enable steady, sustained growth through favorable and unfavorable conditions, and provide a broader base for creating new programs.  In essence, some elements of the portfolio are always subsidizing others, even though the subsidies will flow in different directions under different circumstances.    

A diversified portfolio for a college cannot be constructed in exactly the same manner as that for a corporation or an investment plan.  However, the analogy is illustrative because diversification can provide benefits to the academic enterprise that are analogous to those in business or investments.  For example, units with large enrollments and low costs of instruction can help subsidize units with smaller enrollments and larger costs of instruction.  This can occur within a department (e.g., individual laboratory courses, or undergraduate vs. doctoral instruction), within a college (e.g., departments with and without small-group, laboratory or studio-based instruction), and even within the university.  Also, units with substantial indirect cost return on contracts and grants can subsidize an infrastructure for research and scholarship in units with fewer contract and grant opportunities (e.g., funding internal grant programs open to all).  

However, this argument for the diversified portfolios holds if and only if the university community is committed to sustaining the wide range of instructional opportunities that make a great university.  This critical assessment of Florida State University’s academic organization is predicated on that commitment.  The goal is to offer recommendations for restructuring that will create a more robust, dynamic structure that can become the research and learning environment required to sustain a true university in the face of demanding and dynamic circumstances.  

Criteria for Recommendations

The long-term benefits of reorganization can be substantial and more than compensate for short-term disruptions in academic units.  The “Rationale for Change” section above suggests that in order to continue its quest for greatness, Florida State University must possess an organizational structure which supports a research and learning environment that is flexible, nimble, enabling, and responsive to the inevitable changes which the University will face in the near- and long-term.  Additionally, it must be a structure which offers a wide range of programs; Florida State University must continue to be a true university.  In proceeding with its deliberations, the Committee collected information on a variety of organizational models of AAU public institutions as well as many other pieces of data.  The Committee utilized the following criteria in its deliberations for making its recommendations. There is no pretense that each recommendation will satisfy all criteria.  The criteria are presented in no particular order of importance.

· Maintain the visibility of programs which have attained a national reputation. 

Rationale:  Units that have achieved a national reputation have worked long and hard to establish this reputation. Any recommendations should ensure that the national visibility of the unit is not harmed in any way.  This does not mean that the program must necessarily have college or even school status. 

· Maximize the opportunity for interaction and sharing of resources among programs/units with common and/or related research interests and research cultures.

Rationale:  Often, by combining units with similar research interests, the research activity of each unit will be enhanced.  It is easier to collaborate if units with similar interests are members of a unified structure.  Also, units with similar research interests often will have similar infrastructure requirements, e.g., computer labs, science labs or music studios, and similarity in library holding needs.  

· Maximize the opportunity for interaction, offering effective and efficient curricula, and sharing of resources among programs/units with common and/or related learning objectives.

Rationale:  A fragmented administrative structure in which units exist that possess similar/related curricula gives rise to duplicate course offerings and program objectives.  Majors of such programs often possess the same or related course requirements.  Also, the mode of instruction and training in such units might be quite similar.  

· Ensure that units are of a size and mix (graduate and undergraduate) that provide an effective and efficient structure for serving the needs of students, staff, faculty, and our external constituencies.
Rationale:  While small units have several advantages, there are cases in which a large unit may be better suited to fulfill the mission of the University.  Large units – provided they are not so large as to possess diseconomies of scale of operation and are inefficient – generally possess a greater capacity to adapt to change and pursue new initiatives; they can also have greater flexibility in budgeting and allocating resources. When large units are subdivided, the smaller programs within them can retain the advantages of intimacy while deriving benefits from being part of a larger unit.  Large units can offer a portfolio of programs of various sizes and allow for degrees of specialization, a portfolio made feasible by the ability of programs with large enrollments to help support much smaller programs that are themselves central to the mission of the unit or the University.  
· Ensure educational programs prepare students to meet the demands and challenges of 21st century society.

Rationale:  In a rapidly changing world, educational programs need to help prepare students to adapt, contribute, and lead.  The academic organization should support Florida State University faculties’ efforts to sustain essential programs, meet student demand, and develop innovative new programs.

Data Collection

In addition to the number of faculty and student credit hours noted in Appendix C, the Committee collected a large amount of additional data for use in its deliberations. Sources of the data were FSU’s Office of Institutional Research and the Office of Research. The data are posted on the Committee’s Blackboard site and are available to the University community.  The data include, for example, C&G expenditures, SRAD distributions, E&G expenditures by category, degrees awarded, student credit hours, and number of majors.  The data are generally by college, but in some cases disaggregated by department.  When possible, several years of data were posted in order to discern historical trends in certain variables.  This was particularly true in the case of C&G awards, expenditures, and SRAD distributions which can vary dramatically from year to year due to the very nature of the variables.

In addition to the data noted above, each member of the Committee was assigned two colleges to investigate more thoroughly. The Committee members either met with the dean of the college or communicated via e-mail and/or telephone to gather additional information about the unit.  A data sheet was prepared on each of the colleges, containing information such as the unit’s mission, research centers, special teaching and/or research facilities, and any other unique features of the college.  The data sheets were provided to the deans to review and amend as they saw fit. This exercise was not completed for the Colleges of Law and Medicine, given the unique nature of these units.  Thus, seven members of the Committee prepared data sheets on the fourteen remaining colleges.  The eighth member of the committee collected and prepared information on graduate schools in the 34 AAU publics, focusing on four of Florida State University’s comparable institutions.  
As noted earlier, deans of five colleges were members of the committee.  Excepting the Colleges of Law and Medicine, the deans of the nine remaining colleges were invited to meet with the Committee to discuss any unique aspects of their colleges and to ensure that the Committee began its deliberations with as complete information as possible.  

A particularly interesting set of data was the organizational structures of the 34 AAU public institutions.  The data were collected from the websites of each of the institutions and compared to the organizational structure of Florida State University’s Academic Affairs Division.  The Committee found considerable variation in the structures, some which would be expected due to the nature of the institution examined.  For example, land grant institutions have agriculture colleges, often including life sciences or natural resources, and universities with established medical colleges tend to have related health care units such as veterinary schools, dental schools, and schools of pharmacy.   Also, colleges similar to those at Florida State University located at other institutions may have slightly different names.  The unit names “school” and “college” are used interchangeably.  For example, at Indiana University - Bloomington, the only “college” was the College of Arts and Sciences while all other units are referred to as “schools”.  In contrast, at Michigan State University, all such units carry the name “college”. 

The location of each Florida State University college and/or department was compared to its organizational location in the 34 AAU public counterparts.  For example, each of the 34 AAU publics has a Department of Anthropology and it is generally located in a College of Arts and Sciences (or college of similar structure with a slightly different name).  However, at Michigan State University, the Department of Anthropology is located in the College of Social Sciences.  Also, for example, there are 15 Management Information Systems Departments and all are located in Business.  

It is important to note that there was no intention on the part of the Committee to duplicate a structure at other AAU publics or to even attempt to closely model others.   Each university has its own set of institutional constraints, priorities, and unique history.   However, there is much to be learned from other universities, particularly those that have attained AAU status.  

Recommendations Regarding Structure of Colleges, Schools, and Departments
In this section, the recommendations of the Committee regarding the structure of colleges, schools, and departments are set forth, together with a discussion of each recommendation.  The recommended structure, together with data on number of faculty, Student Credit Hours (SCH), and number of majors is noted in Appendix D.   The Committee recommends a structure of 10 colleges as opposed to the current 16 colleges.    
1.  The Committee recommends that the College of Information and the Department of Communication be merged to form a new college: The College of Communication and Information.
The units in the proposed College of Communication and Information will include the following:

· School of Information

· Department of Communication
The existing education and research programs with Communication and Information are strong and growing in importance for individuals, the University, and broader communities. Both provide important educational preparation for 21st Century citizens and it is expected that the existing programs will remain a major focus of the faculty for the foreseeable future.  In addition, faculty members within the two units have many academic and research interests which are complementary and are becoming increasingly important. These interests have the potential to create additional opportunities if the faculties combine their expertise, develop shared goals, and establish a critical mass of collaborative efforts.

A partial list of the program areas in which there are related interests includes:

· telecommunications & information policy

· health information, communication & information technology

· information technology management

· social informatics, niche marketing & organizational communication

· communication & the internet

· information & media literacy

· online & distance learning

· website design & development

· web interface design

· project management

Finally, the two programs are complementary in terms of their balance of undergraduate and graduate programs.  Communication currently offers a very strong, high-demand undergraduate program in communication with a growing graduate program.  Information offers FSU’s largest graduate program contained within a single academic unit and a growing undergraduate information technology program.  As a result both units can benefit from the other’s strengths.

2.  The Committee recommends that the College of Social Sciences be renamed the College of Social Sciences and Public Policy.

 This name change will more accurately reflect the twin basic and applied emphases of the faculty within the College of Social Sciences and the broad range of contributions being made to resolving current issues.  The faculty focuses on the application of its basic research to policy issues at all levels, to include the region, the nation, and the international community.  
3.  The Committee recommends transferring the College of Criminology and Criminal Justice to the College of Social Sciences.  The Committee further recommends that the College of Criminology and Criminal Justice be renamed the School of Criminology and Criminal Justice.  
The current College of Criminology and Criminal Justice (CCJ) is a successful unit but one that is comparable in size to some departments in terms of faculty, undergraduate and graduate student headcount, and degrees awarded.  In view of the intellectual and programmatic similarity between CCJ and the College of Social Sciences (COSS), it would seem that both units could benefit from CCJ being organizationally moved into COSS, so long as the identity and programmatic integrity of CCJ is maintained and the unit is not merged with existing COSS departments. 

Reorganization would provide CCJ access to the larger academic support units within COSS and could also facilitate more extensive interdisciplinary teaching and research programs with COSS departments and research centers.  COSS currently has six academic departments, including the Reuben O’D. Askew School of Public Administration and Policy.  Thus, moving CCJ into COSS and using the descriptor of “School” is consistent with the current administrative structure of the college.  Further, the faculties in CCJ and the six academic departments in COSS are grounded in the same intellectual approaches.  Four of the six departments are nationally ranked in the second quartile or better (Political Science, Public Administration, Sociology, and Urban & Regional Planning).  In many ways the field of Criminology can be considered an application area for traditional social science perspectives, and reorganization may benefit these departments by enhancing their research programs.  In addition, COSS includes two professional programs (Public Administration and Urban & Regional Planning) complementary to the practice orientation within Criminal Justice, and COSS already includes research centers organizationally comparable with the Center for Criminology and Public Policy.  

At least 14 of 21 faculty members in CCJ have doctoral degrees in COSS disciplines (13 in Sociology and 1 in Political Science), plus 5 others with doctorates in Criminology/ Criminal Justice. The core academic programs and instructional methods in CCJ are essentially parallel to COSS and the faculty and student cultures are consistent, providing the possibility that some tool courses such as research methods and statistics can be shared with other departments.  

After incorporation of CCJ, COSS will be the third largest college with approximately 150 E&G filled faculty positions.  

4.  The Committee recommends an alignment of the current colleges of Human Sciences, Nursing, and Social Work, and the Department of Communication Disorders within a College of Health and Human Sciences. 
This alignment brings together programs with strong traditions of educating students at FSU for professional careers in social services, health fields, and industry.  The units proposed to be included as part of the College of Health and Human Sciences are: 

· School of Nursing

· School of Social Work

· Department of Communication Disorders

· Department of Family and Child Studies

· Department of Nutrition, Food, and Exercise Sciences

· Department of Textiles and Consumer Sciences
     The current Colleges of Social Work and Nursing, that are proposed to be schools in this recommended alignment, should have their identity and programmatic integrity preserved.  Similar structures pertain to some degree at other institutions with programs focused on the health and well-being of individuals and families and the behavior of consumers in a variety of settings. The units listed above represent professional and applied programs drawing on both the natural and behavioral sciences and combining these root disciplines in unique ways. An integrating theme is the focus on people and on enabling individuals to function optimally in personal relationships, social settings, communities, and the marketplace.  Education and research in these programs enhances the quality of life of people through social services, health maintenance and care, and sustainable consumer products. Synergies will flow from more frequent contact among the now separately housed programs, benefiting students and research endeavors.

It is envisioned that the programs will retain their unique and recognized strengths, while developing collaborations driven by commonalities in mission, practice, and perspective. For several of the programs (Nursing, Social Work, Dietetics, Athletic Training), accreditation and licensing are key elements of the educational mission. Others share a clinical component, whether it is required for licensure or serves as a necessary research tool (Communication Disorders, Marriage and Family Therapy, Nutrition, Exercise Science). The perspective of consumers of apparel and related products, as well as consumers of health and social services, drives many programs of study and research in the fields that would be represented in the College of Health and Human Sciences. Understanding of products and services and how they relate to and shape consumer attitudes is central to these disciplines. In addition, both qualitative and quantitative research methods are common among these fields and all could benefit from sharing resources for training researchers and educators of the future. 

The portfolio of programs in such a college allows for the flexibility noted earlier in this report. The mix of undergraduate and graduate students balances across the programs and there would be significant enrollment at all levels. 

5.  The Committee recommends combining the current arts colleges to form one larger college, the College of Visual and Performing Arts. 
The intent of this recommendation is to preserve and strengthen our exemplary programs while branding the remarkable spectrum of arts achievements at the University.  The units proposed to be included as part of the College are:

· School of Music
· School of Motion Picture, Television, and Recording Arts
·  School of Theatre
·  Department of Dance
·  Department of Art
·  Department of Art Education
·  Department of Art History
·  Department of Interior Design. 

The arts programs at Florida State University are among the institution’s most highly recognized.  Building on historic strengths in the arts and humanities from the institution’s period as a liberal arts college, Florida State University has invested strongly in such programs. Indeed, not only are three of the University’s sixteen colleges ‘arts colleges,’ but as Appendix D indicates, filled E&G faculty lines across these three colleges total 215.28, a number second only to that of Arts and Sciences (489.45) in the proposed configuration. Our national, and in many cases, international strengths in all the arts (dance, film, music, interior design, theatre, and more) characterize the University as an atypical institution, particularly when compared to AAU publics, which are mostly land grant and heavily weighted toward strengths in engineering, agriculture, sciences, and medicine. (The AAU public institution most similar to Florida State University in terms of support, breadth, depth, and reputation of arts programs is Indiana University, which is particularly strong in music and visual arts.)


Our arts programs are housed in one of three colleges: an exhaustive and widely recognized range of music programs in the College of Music that includes many specialized areas of strengths (e.g., opera, music education, music therapy) and draws students from around the world; highly successful film programs that garner numerous national awards and exposure, and encompass the College of Motion Picture, Television, and Recording Arts; and the six departments within the College of Visual Arts, Theatre and Dance, including a top tier dance program with its national center for choreography and arguably the largest and best dance faculty and facilities in the country, longstanding professional programs in theatre, and four successful visual arts departments. It is safe to say that few people outside the University, and likely inside the University as well, even within the arts colleges, are truly aware of the extraordinary range of excellent arts programs, faculty, students, and facilities (and very successful alumni) at Florida State University. 

There was lengthy discussion as to the administrative organization of the three arts colleges (Music; Film; Visual Arts, Theatre, and Dance), focusing on preserving and enhancing current strengths while meeting the Provost’s charge to assess our current organization in terms of intellectual and academic coherence, possible duplication of curricular or administrative overhead, and improvement of coordination and cooperation among academic units.  The dilemma is an acute one: does the university continue with its three successful arts colleges, all with programs of excellence that are known and respected as individual units; or move to a unified college under which all the visual and performing arts fall, maintaining individualized units of excellence but also showcasing the enormous investment and achievements in the arts overall?  Would the sum of the very good parts rather quickly become the very best among publics, AAU or otherwise?  Or would the combination weaken those parts, which are doing quite well on their own?  

The Committee recommends a new, comprehensive college in which each unit will maintain autonomy in terms of curricula and programs, with enhanced opportunities to partner across disciplines. For example, all of the current arts colleges have a number of arts historians (music, dance, theatre, art, film) who to date have rarely collaborated on curricula, classes and seminars, lecture series, grants to foundations, and the like. Similarly, there are multiple lighting, costume, scenic, animation, special effects, and sound designers across the various arts programs, most of whom do not now collaborate in either teaching or production. In the changing world that our graduating students now enter, such cross-fertilization of ideas and techniques is becoming the norm rather than the exception. In seeking ways to become more nimble in meeting demands of changing and newly emerging fields in the arts, enhanced communication and collaboration among our arts faculty, skilled staff, and students at both the graduate and undergraduate levels will be increasingly imperative. Although a merger into a single arts college does not guarantee success in meeting this imperative, it sets the stage for the decrease of institutional barriers among units (as has been the case, for example, in lighting design since the placement of the School of Theatre alongside the Department of Dance in Visual Arts, Theatre and Dance; graduate lighting students in theatre now also design consistently for dance performances, in keeping with the kinds of professional requirements that they encounter upon graduation). 

6.  The Committee recommends transferring the Department of Computer Science from the College of Arts & Sciences to the College of Engineering, merging it with the existing Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering
In research universities across the nation, the discipline of computer science is, more often than not, located in colleges of engineering, in many cases placed together with programs in computer and electrical engineering.  For example, computer science is located in the engineering college or school of 21 of the 31 public AAU institutions that have an engineering college or school.  In the remaining 10 institutions, computer science is located in either a science college (5 institutions) or an arts & sciences college (5 institutions).  

Florida State’s arrangement is historical.  The Department of Computer Science emerged from a subgroup of the Mathematics Department in the early 1980’s when the University did not have an engineering college.  

The Committee’s recommendation would create a department that is comparable in faculty size with analogous departments in other universities.  In the present arrangement, each of the two departments is too small.  While this is almost universal to Florida State’s departments, this recommendation offers a rare opportunity to build a unit that is closer to the desirable total size of faculty members.  The recommendation is aligned with the Committee’s rationale and criteria; the new unit would have a greater diversity of degree programs, would be larger, and reflects more of the national trend in the discipline.  

Computer Science is a strong, research-oriented department and its addition to the College of Engineering would strengthen that College’s research portfolio and add significant graduate enrollment.  The transfer would also enable two related departments to combine their efforts and realize some potential synergies in developing areas of graduate expertise and recruiting new faculty member in emerging areas of the computing sciences.  This transfer could also open the computer science undergraduate major to an enlarged pool of potential students and enhance its visibility.  Computer Science is accredited by ABET (the only department within Arts & Sciences so accredited), which is also the accrediting agency for the College of Engineering, and this transfer would unify ABET accreditation at the University in a single college.  The transfer represents a significant loss to the College of Arts & Sciences but the Committee believes that its benefits to the University as a whole outweigh the loss to a single college.   

This transfer would increase the imbalance in investment in the College of Engineering between the two participating universities.  For the transfer to succeed, the resources that accompany the Department to the new College ought not to be shifted to other units within the College and should be a catalyst for increased investment in the new, merged department.  

Graduate Studies Recommendation
7.  The Committee recommends that the Florida State University Office of Graduate Studies be renamed the Florida State University Graduate School with no change in function.

The Committee examined the organizational aspects of graduate education at four universities (Indiana University, the University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill, Ohio State University, and the University of Texas) considered to be peer or aspirational institutions (see Appendix E).   Like most top-tier institutions, graduate education at these universities is organized under the umbrella of a Graduate School and the Dean reports to the Provost.  Although referred to as Graduate Schools, the mission and functions of these graduate units are generally similar to Florida State University’s Office of Graduate Studies.  The Committee believes that it is appropriate to adopt this name change to be comparable to other top tier institutions and to signal the importance of graduate education to Florida State University.

Support Units

As noted earlier in the report, there are several support units in the Division of Academic Affairs.  In several cases, the head of the unit is a direct report to the Provost, resulting in a span of control for the Provost which is onerous at best.  The direct reports are listed in Appendix F and include three vice presidents, nineteen deans, three associate vice presidents, one assistant vice president, and four directors.  The directors include the Director of the Office of Student Financial Aid, the Director of Admissions and Records, the Director of the Learning Systems Institute (LSI), and the Director of the John and Mable Ringling Museum of Art located in Sarasota.  

There are other support units in Academic Affairs that report to individuals other than the Provost.  For example, the Director of Libraries as well as the Director of Academic and Professional Program Services reports to the Vice President for Planning and Programs, and the Director of International Programs reports to an Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs.   Likewise, other support units report to the Dean of the Faculties and the Dean of Undergraduate Studies.


Even though the Committee spent much of its deliberations on the organization of the academic units, it became obvious that the number of direct reports to the Provost presents a management issue which impacts the effectiveness of the Office of the Provost.  The Committee acknowledges that the Provost has the prerogative to make changes in the reporting structure of the support groups and encourages an examination of such possibilities.  However, the Committee feels that two opportunities for reducing the span of control of the Provost are evident and can be accomplished with relative ease.  These opportunities identified are the Ringling Museum of Art and the Learning Systems Institute. The Committee examined the role and structure of these units and offers the following recommendations.

The Ringling Museum of Art

8.  The Committee recommends that the Director of the Ringling Museum of Art report to the Dean of the College of Visual Arts, Theatre, and Dance on all matters, both academic and administrative.  

The Florida State University/Ringling campus in Sarasota consists of the John and Mable Ringling Museum of Art, Historic Asolo Theatre, Ringling Mansion (Ca’ d’Zan), Circus Museum including the Tibbals Learning Center, Visitors Center, and Educational Center including a large conservation lab and expansive library.  There are seven faculty positions, including the Director.  Two of the positions typically are used to bring in graduate fellows on competitive one-year appointments. There currently are 59 staff members, who range in title from curator and media specialist to security guard and librarian, paid through E&G funds. There also are 28 buildings and grounds personnel who service the Florida State University/Ringling campus. 

The Director of the Ringling Museum of Art reports directly to the Provost regarding administrative matters while the Dean of the College of Visual Arts, Theatre, and Dance serves as the academic dean.  There are significant facilities and major operational concerns at the Sarasota location, and the fragmented reporting structure currently in place is not optimal for addressing the interrelated issues between those facilities and operational concerns and the academic mission of the University and its Ringling campus. 

The Learning Systems Institute

9.  The Committee recommends that the Director of the Learning Systems Institute report to the Vice President for Research.

The Learning Systems Institute (LSI) is a multidisciplinary research unit which provides expertise in all facets of educational systems and training.  The Institute, through its extensive research agenda and application of its findings, has acquired an international reputation in the fields of instruction, learning, training, and human performance.  
In 2007-08, there were 24.60 E&G filled faculty lines in LSI.  Several of the faculty have joint appointments with academic departments.  In this regard, the unit is not unlike the National High Magnetic Field Laboratory.  The Laboratory is a multifaceted research unit which enhances the research capabilities of many of the science disciplines.  The Laboratory had 38.41 E&G filled faculty lines in 2007-08.  As is the case with LSI, some of the faculty have joint appointments with academic departments.  The Director of the National High Magnetic Field Laboratory reports to the Vice President for Research.  Much like the National High Magnetic Field Laboratory, LSI is a significant research arm of the University, is heavily involved in funded research, and has as its primary mission the conduct and sharing of its research findings.  It is with these similarities in mind that the Committee makes this recommendation.
Additional Considerations

In its deliberations, several concerns came to the attention of the Committee which were not necessarily a part of the charge or which were only peripheral to the charge.  The issues related to these concerns were discussed, some at great length.   The Committee felt it appropriate to include a brief discussion of these issues with recommendations in some cases.  

     The last bullet in this section addresses an organizational structure of the colleges, schools, and departments which the Committee included in its deliberations. Obviously, this topic is part of the charge of the Committee; however, the structure is different from all other scenarios considered in that all colleges remain as currently organized.  The federation concept is utilized at some universities and given the amount of discussion this structure generated in the Committee, the Committee felt obligated to note that the structure had been considered.  

1.  The Committee recommends an examination of the role and committee structure of the Council of Deans.  
There are several areas of concern with the present structure and manner

in which the Council functions.  First, it is unclear as to the role of the Council of Deans.  Is its purpose to function as a group setting academic administrative policies or simply as a vehicle for communication and the sharing of information?  Second, as currently structured, the Council is very large, which makes it virtually impossible to serve in a policy making role.  By the very nature of its size, the Council is forced into a sharing or information role.  Third, the committee structure does not reflect the distribution of issues with which the academic deans ought to be concerned.  

2.  The Committee recommends an examination of the functions and responsibilities of the Program of Instructional Excellence (PIE).  
Specifically, this examination should include a thorough review of the impact of PIE on graduate students and the consideration of a closer alignment of PIE with the Office of Graduate Studies.  The major role of PIE is to provide guidance (often through workshops) for teaching assistants.  Related to this role, it provides information to and conducts workshops for departmental faculty and staff that are responsible for oversight of teaching assistants.  Each year the PIE staff organizes the Celebration for Graduate Student Excellence. Originally focused only on recognizing teaching excellence, the celebration now recognizes graduate student excellence in scholarship and service as well.  The change came about as a result of partnering with the Office of Graduate Studies.  A change in alignment would serve to elevate the importance of teaching in the training of graduate students.
3.  The Committee recommends an examination of the wide range of issues associated with interdisciplinary centers, institutes, and degree programs in the academic structure.
       The University includes a heterogeneous collection of interdisciplinary centers, institutes, and degree programs that confront a variety of challenges as their faculties strive to fulfill their missions.  The shifting landscape of academic programs will foster initiatives for additional such programs in the near-term future.  The Committee recommends that the academic deans or a subcommittee thereof be charged with developing recommendations for solving the problems created by these challenges and improving the climate for the long-term viability and success of these programs.
            Some of the challenges faced by these programs emerge as the interests of individuals and the orientation of departments and centers/institutes change with time.  These are not the challenges that can be addressed by committees of deans.  However, other challenges are embedded in the structure of Academic Affairs (sensu lato) and the infrastructure needed for support of the academic enterprise.  It is these challenges that need attention.  For example, OPS support for graduate programs is usually generated from undergraduate enrollment and the need for graduate teaching assistants; interdisciplinary graduate programs are often unable to use such OPS funds to support their programs.  As another example, some interdisciplinary centers and institutes own faculty lines for tenure-track faculty (e.g., LSI and the National High Magnetic Field Laboratory) but others do not (e.g., Neuroscience); those programs that do not own lines rely on the goodwill of academic deans and department chairs to continue to  support the program with renewed faculty hiring.  An example of an infrastructure problem is the limited ability of the OMNI system to handle split appointments and other seemingly unorthodox administrative arrangements that are in fact typical in other universities.
            There are many facets of this large issue and they are best addressed at a very high level, hence the Committee's recommendation that the deans or a subgroup thereof be charged with the task.

Federation Concept - No Recommendation

    
One structure of the academic colleges, schools, and departments the Committee discussed but did not recommend is the “federation concept” of organizational structure.  The basic premise behind this idea is to create three or four groups of colleges (or federations), each of which has an administrative leader/coordinator to manage, coordinate and represent the colleges within the federations.  The Committee considered several possible variations and identified additional variations on this theme that have emerged at several other universities (e.g., Ohio State, Arizona State).  These scenarios all create a set of individuals who would work with the colleges assigned to them, as well as with colleges in other federations to (1) encourage interaction and collaboration, (2) help make resource choices among the colleges within their federation and (3) help inform choices that must be made among federations.  Colleges could either be assigned to a federation or given the opportunity to select one.  Critical issues that arose when considering this scheme included identifying the relationships among members of the federations, determining the number of federations, selecting federation academic leaders, avoiding increased bureaucracy and cost, and distributing fiscal, administrative, and academic responsibilities.

Summary of Recommendations

       In this section, the Committee summarizes its recommendations.  Even though the Committee recommends only one organizational scenario for the colleges, schools, and departments (Appendix D), many options were discussed at great length.  Each member of the Committee suggested one or more scenarios for discussion.  There were many common elements in the scenarios while there were also unique suggestions.  The suggestions covered a wide range of alternatives, from moving individual departments among colleges to the federation concept of grouping colleges.   Several individual departments were candidates for relocation to different colleges.  After careful study, many of these changes were rejected.  The federation concept, which was discussed at several meetings, affected every college.  The Committee agreed to not make a recommendation on this scenario as well.   In short, the recommended scenario is the result of many sessions of deliberations in which alternatives were put forth, analyzed, compared to the criteria, and evaluated individually as well as collectively.
Recommendations Regarding Structure of Colleges, Schools, and Departments

1.  The Committee recommends that the College of Information and the Department of Communication be merged to form a new college: The College of Communication and Information.

2.  The Committee recommends that the College of Social Sciences be renamed the College of Social Sciences and Public Policy.

3.  The Committee recommends transferring the College of Criminology and Criminal Justice to the College of Social Sciences.  The Committee further recommends that the College of Criminology and Criminal Justice be renamed the School of Criminology and Criminal Justice.  

4.  The Committee recommends an alignment of the current colleges of Human Sciences, Nursing, and Social Work, and the Department of Communication Disorders within a College of Health and Human Sciences. 

5.  The Committee recommends combining the current arts colleges to form one larger college, the College of Visual and Performing Arts. 

6.  The Committee recommends transferring the Department of Computer Science from the College of Arts & Sciences to the College of Engineering, merging it with the existing Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering

Graduate Studies Recommendation
7.  The Committee recommends that the Florida State University Office of Graduate Studies be renamed the Florida State University Graduate School with no change in function.
Support Units

The Ringling Museum of Art

8.  The Committee recommends that the Director of the Ringling Museum of Art report to the Dean of the College of Visual Arts, Theatre, and Dance on all matters, both academic and administrative.  

The Learning Systems Institute
9. The Committee recommends that the Director of the Learning Systems Institute report to the Vice President for Research.

Additional Considerations

1.  The Committee recommends an examination of the role and committee structure of the Council of Deans.  

2.  The Committee recommends an examination of the functions and responsibilities of the Program of Instructional Excellence (PIE).  

3.  The Committee recommends an examination of the wide range of issues associated with interdisciplinary centers, institutes, and degree programs in the academic structure.
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