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INTRODUCTION
(limit 5 pages)

Progress Since the Previous Visit
In this Introduction to the APR, the program must document all actions taken since the previous visit to address
Conditions Not Met (and Causes of Concern) cited in the most recent VTR.

The APR must include the exact text quoted from the previous VTR, as well as the summary of activities.

Responses which are applicable to both programs can be included as ‘Overall’ statements, with any information
which is distinct to the respective programs included separately.

A. Conditions Not Met
B.Arch.: The B.Arch program had no “Conditions Not Met” listed in the 2016 VTR.
M.Arch.: The M.Arch program had one (1) “Condition Not Met” listed in the 2016 VTR.

The Condition Not Met from the 2016 VTR was A.5 Ordering Systems: Ability to apply the fundamentals of both
natural and formal ordering systems and the capacity of each to inform two-and three-dimensional design. This
was Not Met for the M.Arch program. The 2016 VTR (pg.1) reads:

“The work exhibited in the team room from ARC 510d Advanced Design Studio addressed ordering systems,
and technical systems; however, there was no evidence of conceptual ordering in two or three dimensions or
any exploration of parti in the exhibits for this studio or in any completed projects in the advanced studios.”

Actions:
e The program response from 2018 2-Year Interim Progress Report states,

“For the first 8 weeks in a 16-week studio, students now develop conceptual ordering systems in drawings
(plan, section, axonometric) and models (digital and analog), based on precedent research and each student's
theoretical position. The site and program are determined by the students based on their particular position.
The conceptual ordering process includes: Week 1: Investigate and identify a variety of conceptual ordering
systems using theoretical and built precedent. Week 2-8: Develop conceptual ordering system(s) in drawings
and models. Week 4-8: Develop detailed wall section(s) in relation to conceptual ordering system.”

e Although the 2020 NAAB Conditions do not stipulate “ordering systems”, the M.Arch program continues to
address conceptual ordering systems in two and three dimensions in ARC 510B. See PC.2 evidence folder for
ARC 510B course archive.

B. Causes of Concern
There were seven (7) Causes of Concern listed in the 2016 VTR. Each concern is quoted below followed by actions
that were taken to address the concern.

Concern 1: Under Section 1.1.3 Social Equity, the 2016 VTR (pg. 7) states, “The team heard some concerns about
equity of opportunity within the faculty and staff. It is expected that the program will identify and implement an
appropriate diversity plan”.

Actions:
e CAPLA established a Diversity Equity Inclusion (DEI) Committee in connection with the CAPLA Strategic Plan of
2019. The Strategic Plan is being updated and DEI continues to be a priority of the college and school with
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“Putting People First” as part of this objective. The DEI Committee continues its work to today. Greater gender
and ethnic diversity among the faculty has been achieved between 2016 and the present. See Section 5.2 for
information about strategic planning and Section 5.5 for information regarding efforts to address faculty and
staff equity and demographic balance.

Concern 2: Under Section I.1.5 Long-Range Planning, the 2016 VTR (pg. 9) reads:

“Although the APR provides strategic plans for the university and the college, the faculty within the School of
Architecture advised the team that they had no meaningful role in long-range planning. The APR identifies
student learning objectives and pedagogical principles in the section on long-range planning, but it does not
state multi-year objectives for continuous improvement based on a ratified document or planning process. Of
particular concern is the absence of long-term planning for curriculum development, improvements in
recruiting a diverse faculty and staff, and the evaluation of the mix between TT and NTT faculty. The
tremendous fiscal resource pressures of the Great Recession led to the significant inversion of tenured and TT
positions relative to adjunct positions. This inversion of appointments (from 80-20 to 20-80) has been carefully
administered for the short term.”

Actions:

The SoA faculty and students have been significantly involved and highly consultative in long-range planning
through the 2019 CAPLA strategic planning and the SoA 2028 planning and assessment process. See Section
5.2 and 5.3 for the CAPLA and SoA actions on long-range planning to establish mission, vision, values and
initiatives and the SoA faculty role in curriculum development and assessment for continuous improvement.
The ratio of tenure track to non-tenure track faculty has improved since 2016. Documentation in the VTR
indicated a 20% to 80% ratio of TT to NTT faculty. As of fall 2024, this ratio is 40% TT to 60% NTT as outlined
below:

o 12 tenure track faculty for a total of 11.3 FTE

o 17 career track faculty (>50% time) for a total of 13.40 FTE

o 12 adjunct track faculty (<50% time) for a total of 3.35 FTE

o Total 41 individuals and 28.05= FTE
There continues to be an imbalance between tenure track and non-tenure track (career track and adjunct)
faculty numbers due to continued budget challenges at U of A and a recent hiring freeze. This challenge, as
well as the budget crisis impact on the program is discussed in Section 5.2.4 in weaknesses and threats

Concern 3: Section I.1.6 Assessment of the 2016 VTR (pg. 9 and 10) indicates:

“The program has developed a robust set of assessment policies and procedures aimed at promoting high
levels of student learning across the curricula. These assessment methods include end-of-term “walk-
throughs” of studio-level high pass/low pass work and “milestone reviews” (comprehensive portfolio reviews
for each student after the first year and at the mid-point of the fourth year). The team found ample evidence
that these assessment initiatives have significantly elevated faculty and student attention to teaching
effectiveness and learning outcomes. However, the team also heard expressions of concern about the manner
in which negative milestone review consequences were managed as the milestone review process was
implemented. Most stakeholders agreed that the milestone review process and the standards of review have
been handled in a more equitable manner in recent years than when the process was first implemented in
2012

Actions:

B.Arch: In 2016 the B.Arch program had one milestone between the 1t and 2" year and another between in
the middle of 4t" year and 5t year. The former continues as a means by which to matriculate a maximum of 90
students from the first year to the 2" due to limited faculty and space resources. The process has been refined
and simplified. The latter milestone in the B.Arch that consisted of faculty review of student cumulative work
in the program as proving ground for minimum competencies and continued matriculation was removed
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shortly after the last accreditation visit. This was due to the requirement that students who did not pass
portions of milestone were expected to retake required courses, which became untenable and led to student
distrust.

M.Arch: There continues to be a Milestone in the M.Arch program at the end of the penultimate year of the
program. This serves as a direct assessment method for the program (See Section 5.3 for a description of the
M.Arch Milestone assessment method). The M.Arch Milestone has been revised since the last accreditation
visit with a specific workshop course that prepares students for the process. Further, the Milestone was
changed from summative evaluation to formative review of students' progress as a feedback mechanism to
recommend elective classes the M.Arch students should take in their final year for improvement in
professional core competencies.

Concern 4: Under Section 1.2.3 Financial Resources, the 2016 VTR (pg. 12) outlines:

“The dean and business manager of CAPLA, as well as the director of the School of Architecture, agreed that
the July 2015 implementation of the new university budget model, Responsibility Centered Management
(RCM), has been favorable. In addition to this change in the university funding structure, the program has
implemented several measures to improve its financial position, including an increase (2009) in the program
fee paid by students and a reallocation of faculty salary resources from full-time TT lines to part-time adjunct
faculty. While these measures have improved the financial position of the program, they have also caused
strong concerns among the tenured and TT faculty regarding balance between these appointment types
within the program and the associated impacts on the multiple missions of teaching, research, service, and
engagement within the school. As noted in Section 1.1.5 above, these concerns highlight the importance of
long-range planning in this area.”

Actions:

Since the 2016 visit, the University changed to an Activity Informed Budget (AIB) model. Like RCM listed above
in the VTR, the model incentivized units to grow and create new programs for increased revenue. This model
was beneficial to colleges and schools, and it helped foster more balance between TT and CT faculty numbers.
Unfortunately, in FY23-24, the U of A sustained a significant budget crisis around December of 2023 in which
all operational spending was frozen for the rest of the fiscal cycle and the three TT position searches in the
SoA were postponed. A new centralized budget model was initiated in the new fiscal year (July 2024) and the
implication for the units is as yet unknown. The incentives for performance or growth of the units are not clear
as well. The negative impact of the budget crisis on the SoA programs is documented in Section 5.2.4 in
weaknesses and threats.

Concern 5: Section 1.2.4 Information Resources of the 2016 VTR (p.g 13) states:

“There are mixed feelings among the administration, faculty, and students regarding whether reliance on
online research is sufficient. The distance to the Science and Engineering Library is a hindrance to regular
student use of physical library resources. The faculty and students overwhelmingly cite the lack of a program
library adjacent to or within the architecture facility as a significant concern, both for the purpose of having a
gathering space and for having access to collections and periodicals. In addition, a need for a materials library
was cited repeatedly to support the materials lab, program identity, and curriculum. The team recognizes the
efficiency of the institution’s decision to consolidate the architecture library at another location—based
largely on the ability to provide expanded hours and increased technology and service—as an asset; however,
the drawbacks potentially outweigh the benefits.”

Actions:

Since the last accreditation, the UA library system has digitized resources and subscribes to the most
reputable publication sources. Although students do not visit the library physically, the vast electronic
collection is used in archival research courses throughout the programs. The library regularly reaches out to
ask for procurement of additional resources from faculty. The library has a workshop planned in the fall of
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2024 to discuss library support for all CAPLA programs. See Section 5.8 for library resources provided to the
SoA programs including a librarian liaison as well as physical maker and creative spaces central to campus.

Concern 6: Under Section 1.2.5 Administrative Structure and Governance of the 2016 VTR (pg. 13-14) the team
reported:

“The APR provided a description of faculty committees that manage curriculum at an operational level and
that provide structures for curriculum assessment. Missing, however, were bylaws for the School of
Architecture. Changes in the college bylaws nullified the school’s governing document 5 years ago, and that
document has not been revised in the intervening years. In the APR, there is no indication of staff participation
in governance. Of significant concern were faculty reports indicating that faculty do not have
appropriate/effective structures for faculty governance, nor do they feel that they are meaningfully engaged
in discussions among themselves — or with the program administration — regarding the direction of the school
beyond assessment of course/curricular streams.”

Actions:

e Since 2016, the SoA has updated it bylaws with the most recent adoption of the most recent changes by vote
of the faculty on 10.30.2023. This update includes staff as part of the Assembly and provides voting rights to
staff. The staff of the SoA including administrative associate, academic coordinator, MaterialsLab manager,
and the advisors who regularly participate as active contributors to the SoA Workshops held throughout the
academic year.

e Inthe fall of 2022, a new process for strategic and tactical planning and assessment, “SoA 2028,” was initiated
by the new director called SoA 2028 including an increased engagement from faculty in planning and
assessment for continuous improvement.

e Inthe fall of 2023, a new B.Arch chair was appointed to steward the program and increase the level of shared
governance in the SoA.

e  The director was removed from the Curriculum Committee effective fall 2023 to put more authority for
curricular planning and assessment in the hands of the faculty.

e The CAPLA Council of Faculty Members (CFM) was formed to advocate for faculty shared governance and a
Staff Advisory Committee (SAC) was created to advocate for staff voice in governance. These and other
improved faculty and staff governance measures are discussed throughout the APR including Section 2,
Section 5.2, and Section 5.3.

Concern 7: Section I1.22 Professional Degrees and Curriculum of the 2016 VTR (pg. 26) reads,

“The Bachelor of Architecture program requires 45 general studies credits, including general studies electives
outside of the program; 12 optional studies electives, which may be within the architecture program or
external; and 117 professional studies credits. The total number of required credits, at 174, is an increase from
the previous requirement of 166, and was the point of several discussions with faculty and students. A
concern has been raised regarding overloading undergraduate students with a requirement of 18 credit hours
per semester. Many students take summer school and/or online general studies courses to help relieve this
burden, and some faculty and students feel that the number of courses managed concurrently acts as a
limiting force on how deeply the students and curriculum are able to go in any one course. Data provided by
the program shows that, over 7 years, an average of 78% of B. Arch students complete their degrees on time
(within 10 semesters). Discussions with students indicated that they consistently carry 18 credits or more per
semester.”

Actions:

e Since 2016, the Curriculum Committee voted to change the required credits for the B.Arch to 166, bringing it
down from 174. This action has proved to have positive results for our students’ mental health, school-life
balance and ability to be more well-rounded with electives, participation in club activities and service on the
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Architecture Student Advisory Council. Furthermore, the milestone between 4t and 5t year in the B.Arch was
removed to further reduce the time burden on students.

Program Changes
Further, if the Accreditation Conditions have changed since the previous visit, the APR must include a brief
description of changes made to the program as a result of changes in the Conditions.

Program Response: Overall

The accreditation conditions from NAAB have changed since the last visit in 2016. In the fall of 2022, a new SoA
director was appointed who initiated a continuous improvement planning and assessment process. This included
long-range planning for Context and Mission (Criterion 1) and Shared Values (Criterion 2) as well as a curriculum
and program assessment using direct and indirect methods and with improvement plans on a recurring cycle. This
process is ongoing, coined SoA 2028, to plan what the SoA will be by 2028 to meet grand social and environmental
challenges through architecture. SoA 2028 entails both strategic visioning and tactical planning and assessment to
meet the requirements and aspirations of the U of A annual and eight-year assessment cycles and the 2020
Conditions for NAAB accreditation. The aim is to foster a culture and practice of assessment and continuous
improvement.

The SoA program curricula including the B.Arch and M.Arch are managed by five (5) knowledge streams including
studio, history/theory, technology, design communication, and practice. Since 2022, the stream coordinators
(elected from faculty who teach in the stream) led a process developing a stream statement and stream learning
objectives that are assessed regularly. The stream coordinators and program chairs, together with students
representing all SOA programs, constitute the Curriculum Committee of the SoA and confirmed the assignment of
2020 NAAB PCs and SCs to the appropriate stream and course for recurring planning and assessment. See Section
5.3 Curricular Development for a narrative of the SoA 2028 process as a response to the 2020 NAAB Conditions.

The SoA also created the Architecture Student Advisory Council (ASAC) to provide more opportunities for inclusion
of the student voice in the culture and governance of the school and to respond to PC.7 Learning and Teaching
Culture. The ASAC is made up of representatives from each of the student cohorts in all the SoA programs. See
PC.7 for more information about the ASAC and the Teaching and Learning Policy.

B.Arch.:

Since 2022, the B.Arch program and appropriate streams have revised the studio and technology sequence in the
Core Stage (semesters 3 —7 in a 10 semester sequence) to respond to the 2020 NAAB Conditions SC.5 Design
Synthesis and SC.6 Building Integration, as well as SC.4 Technical Knowledge. As the changes were initiated in fall
2023, the first cohort will complete the revised studio and technology stream curriculum in spring 2025. Also, the
B.Arch program has developed the Research and Innovation Stage (semesters 8 — 10) to respond to the NAAB
Conditions PC.5 Research and Innovation and PC.6 Leadership and Collaboration and align with the SoA’s mission
to address grand challenges. See Section 4.2 Professional Degrees and Curriculum for a detailed description of the
B.Arch program and curriculum.

M.Arch.:

Since 2022, the M.Arch program has revised the content of each course (total of 4 courses) in the technology
sequence through the technology curriculum stream faculty and program chair. As the changes were initiated in
fall 2023, the first cohort will complete the revised technology stream curriculum in spring 2025. Also, the M.Arch
milestone was revised to be increasingly formative and less summative responding to the feedback from students
during Town Halls. A support course was also added to the M.Arch program to prepare students for the Milestone;
it will be offered in AY24-25. See Section 4.2 Professional Degrees and Curriculum for a detailed description of the
M.Arch program and curriculum.
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NARRATIVE TEMPLATE

1—Context and Mission
To help the NAAB and the visiting team understand the specific circumstances of the school, the program must describe the
following:

The institutional context and geographic setting (public or private, urban or rural, size, etc.), and how the program’s mission
and culture influence its architecture pedagogy and impact its development. Programs that exist within a larger educational
institution must also describe the mission of the college or university and how that shapes or influences the program.
Program must specify their delivery format (virtual/on-campus).

Program Response:

The University of Arizona (U of A), a public institution of higher education, is the Land Grant University for the
State. It is a Hispanic Serving Institution (HSI) with a Latino population of 28%. The University is also a Carnegie
designated R-1 institution. Enrollment in the fall of 2023 was 44,831 with students from every state and 112
foreign countries. The student population is 66% undergraduates and 33% graduates. As the largest employer in
the metro area, the University has 16,699 faculty, staff and administration. In-state students constitute about half
the total enrollment. Established in 1865, the University is located at the main Tucson campus on 387 acres
including the Arizona Health Sciences Center (medical school and research hospital). The U of A reaches people
throughout the state via the Science and Technology Park, the Cooperative Extension Service, the Phoenix
campuses, and U of A South, a branch campus.

The SoA is in Tucson, Arizona, an arid mountain valley city of 546,000 in a metro region of Pima County with a
population of 1,052,000. Tucson boasts a strong architectural design culture, responding to the fragile desert
ecology, and an acute attention to its unique borderland socio-cultural context. The SoA has partnerships with the
City of Tucson and local utilities as well as NGOs such as Habitat for Humanity. In Tucson there are a few dozen
architecture firms and a handful of medium sized firms of more than 15 persons with an active design culture and
an engaged AlA Southern Arizona Chapter that interface with the SoA. Alumni and professional partnerships
extend to firms in the Phoenix metro area, 90 miles northwest of Tucson, through AIA Arizona at large. Also, the
SoA has ongoing engagements with the other two professional architecture programs in the state, Arizona State
University and The School of Architecture (formerly Taliesin Fellowship). The architecture schools and professional
firms in Arizona aim to address design through an arid urbanism social and environmental response to the unique
Sonoran Desert ecosystem.

The SoA NAAB accredited B.Arch and M.Arch programs, as well as the post-professional research-based MS.Arch
program, are situated in the College of Architecture, Planning and Landscape Architecture (CAPLA). The programs
are located on the Tucson main campus and meet in person. In 1963 provisional accreditation was granted for a
B.Arch and the Department was authorized to become a separate College of Architecture. A graduate program was
established in 1973 with the first non-accredited M.Arch degree conferred in 1976 and transitioning to initial NAAB
accreditation in 2013. In July 1997, Architecture was joined by the School of Planning and Landscape Architecture
to become CAPLA. The college building was completed in 1964 and had major additions in 1970, 1979, 2008, and
an $10 Million energy retrofit and space renovation of the West Building in 2023. CAPLA boasts a 10,000 S.F.
MaterialsLab, a hands-on digital and physical fabrication space; the Sundt Gallery, a large exhibit and review space,
and an outdoor bio-diverse Sonoran desert garden for outdoor learning. The SoA has long been recognized for a
making culture through the lab and the well-established design build studio that is offered each semester to upper
level B.Arch students.

The U of A mission states, “We will continuously improve how we educate and innovate so we can lead the way in
developing adaptive problem-solvers capable of tackling our greatest challenges.” From this perspective, CAPLA
developed a Strategic Plan in 2024 with the mission and vision, “To prepare and inspire creators of environments
that enrich People, Places and our Planet”. With the arrival of a new director, the SoA developed a visioning
process called SoA 2028, probing the question — where does the SoA want to be by 2028 and how will we get
there? The outcome of this process resulted in a mission and vision statement adopted in the spring 2023 that
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aligns with the U of A and CAPLA respective plans. The SoA mission and vision claims the school’s place and
purpose as follows:

Located in the unique Sonoran region, the School of Architecture prepares students to address complex
social and environmental issues, locally and globally, through professional education, critical inquiry,
research, and innovation.

The program’s role in and relationship to its academic context and university community, including how the program benefits—
and benefits from—its institutional setting and how the program as a unit and/or its individual faculty members participate in
university-wide initiatives and the university’s academic plan. Also describe how the program, as a unit, develops
multidisciplinary relationships and leverages unique opportunities in the institution and the community.

Program Response:

The SoA is within CAPLA, one of the smallest colleges at the U of A, and has two schools: the SoA and the School of
Landscape Architecture and Planning (SOLARP) with programs in landscape architecture, planning, heritage
conservation, sustainable built environments and real estate. The two schools within CAPLA are nearly the same
size in faculty FTE and student enrollments. The schools have grown dramatically in the past five years due to the
University incentivized growth-based revenue model called Activity Informed Budgeting (AIB). In the SoA, this
growth came by way of increased enrollments of the in-person B.Arch program by 32% since 2018. In SoLARP,
growth occurred through launching of two online programs - the Bachelor of Sustainable Built Environments (SBE)
and Master of Real Estate Development (MRED), as well as the popular Bachelor of Landscape Architecture degree.
As of 2022-2023, the total enrollment in CAPLA was 902 including 734 undergraduate and 168 graduate students.
The SoA has 548 B.Arch students with ~180 students in the first year and 80-90 students in each cohort from year
2 —5. There is a total of 29 M.Arch students.

The B.Arch and M.Arch programs benefit from close proximity and shared facilities with on-campus BLA and MLA
programs. In the undergraduate programs, this collaboration comes by way of an interdisciplinary first year
curriculum shared between the B.Arch and BLA programs. The B.Arch and M.Arch programs have interdisciplinary
opportunities at upper-level studios with the BLA, MLA and Master of Urban Planning programs and faculty. The
BLA and SBE program graduates have an advanced standing pathway for admission to the M.Arch program.

The Drachman Institute is the third unit in the college. It bridges the different disciplines by bringing faculty and
students together through community-engaged learning and scholarship. The Drachman Institute has formal
coalitions in housing equity, design-build, native peoples design, and urban resilience (water, energy, carbon).
Projects in the Drachman Institute regularly result in architecture studio partnerships with community non-profits,
municipalities, and Indigenous tribes.

The SoA participates in two academic programs outside of CAPLA, offering coursework to both: the Bachelor of
Architectural Engineering (ARCE) program housed in the Department of Civil and Architectural Engineering in the
College of Engineering and the Bachelor of Arts Design and Practice housed in the College of Fine Arts, to which
CAPLA contributes two emphasis areas in spatial and object design. Architecture faculty engage in research efforts
across the U of A campus. Within the Office of Research, Innovation and Impact (U of A research management
office), the Arizona Institute for Resilience (AIR) is a campus-wide research center that creates solutions to
environmental change through interdisciplinary research, community relationships, and experiential learning. SoA
faculty engage in regular workshops and collaborations through AIR’s centers and programs, together with faculty
across campus in different disciplines, to foster resilience research to address climate change and social equity and
justice broadly. An SoA faculty member is co-director of one of AIR’s centers, the Institute of Energy Solutions. In a
strategic partnership between the College of Medicine and CAPLA, two SoA faculty and MS.Arch students in the
participate in the Institute on Place, Wellbeing and Performance within the Center for Integrative Medicine, whose
mission is to research the role of the built and natural environment in human health, wellbeing and healing.
Finally, SoA faculty have less formal research collaborations with colleagues in most colleges and schools to
address the university mission to address grand challenges.
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The ways in which the program encourages students and faculty to learn both inside and outside the classroom through
individual and collective opportunities (e.g., field trips, participation in professional societies and organizations, honor societies,
and other program-specific or campus-wide and community-wide activities).

Program Response:

The SoA has an ongoing relationship with the profession through AIA Arizona and Southern Arizona Components.
Each October AIA Arizona hosts the annual state conference to which members of the faculty regularly contribute
in planning and delivery, moderating and presenting. The school co-sponsors a chartered bus with AIA Arizona to
provide round-trip transportation of students and practitioners from Tucson to Phoenix to attend the conference.
Moreover, a member of the SoA faculty has an ex-officio position on the AIA Southern Arizona board, acting as a
liaison to the school. And and AIA Southern Arizona supports the SoA lecture series and juries and donates to the
end-of-year Design Excellence Award program providing merit scholarships to students. Practicing architect alumni
regularly invite students and faculty to visit their offices in Tucson and Phoenix and join the school in Tucson for
lectures and studio reviews during and especially at the end of each semester.

Students are actively engaged in the social life and governance of the SoA. The SoA Architecture Student Advisory
Council (ASAC) is an elected body of students who conduct Town Halls with student cohorts and act as conduits
between students and the school administration, attending workshops and assessments when invited. The SoA
student clubs include the American Institute of Architecture Students, National Organization of Minority Architects,
Women in Architecture Society, Freedom by Design, Puente (Latino students), and the US Green Building Council
Student Chapter. Appointed faculty advisors work with these clubs to ensure participation and support fundraising
and event planning. The AIAS actively works with the NCARB advising faculty membersmember to plan a school-
wide workshop each semester to inform students about the path to licensure, inviting guest speakers.

Faculty plan field trips to sites in the region, state, nation and abroad. Required studios in the B.Arch travel to Bisbee,
a southern Arizona mining town; Mt. Lemmon, an hour’s distance away and 9,000 feet in elevation; and Phoenix, 90
minutes away. The M.Arch program is required to travel to northern Arizona each year to collaborate and learn with
the native tribes. Students also recently travelled in connection with the last stage of the B.Arch, Capstone studio,
and the Master’s Project during course trips to Texas, New Mexico, Los Angeles, Chicago, New York, Portland,
Colorado, Mexico, and study abroad opportunities during the summer in Italy, Paris and Germany. Faculty are active
in research-related travel for field work and presenting at peer reviewed conferences and invited lectures across the
globe.

Summary Statement of 1 — Context and Mission
This paragraph will be included in the Visting Team Report; limit 250 words.

Program Response:

The B.Arch and M.Arch NAAB accredited on-campus programs are in the School of Architecture, which is situated
in the College of Architecture, Planning and Landscape Architecture at the University of Arizona in Tucson, Arizona.
The school has the following mission: Located in the unique Sonoran region, the School of Architecture prepares
students to address complex social and environmental issues, locally and globally, through professional education,
critical inquiry, research, and innovation. The short tag line of the school is “The SoA addresses grand challenges”.

The B.Arch and M.Arch programs aspire to address core professional education through the lens of complex social
and environmental challenges unique to the Sonoran region and beyond. As a borderland institution located within
a metro region with a population that is 46% Hispanic and is home to 22 Indigenous tribes, the SoA aims to address
social and environmental inequities through education, research and engagement. Interactive and dynamic studios
in the B.Arch and M.Arch programs use methods of design integration and synthesis, ethnographic inquiry,
building performance analysis, collaboration and community engagement, and an emphasize research and
innovation. The focus is to empower and foster students in the professional programs of architecture to become
leaders and advocates to address systemic social inequities and climate change.
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2—Shared Values of the Discipline and Profession

e  The program must report on how it responds to the following values, all of which affect the education and development
of architects.

e The response to each value must also identify how the program will continue to address these values as part of its long-
range planning.
e  These values are foundational, not exhaustive.

Each of the NAAB shared values was evaluated and discussed during an SoA Workshop (Fig.1) with the SoA faculty
and staff in fall of 2022. The session participants identified and critiqued current SoA curricular and non-curricular
activities to address each value in Criterion 2 — Shared Values of the Discipline and Profession and what the SoA is
doing now and what it can do in the future to address these values more fully. The responses from the workshop
were comprehensive of the B.Arch and M.Arch professional programs. This session was followed by subsequent
sessions in the spring of 2023 to define the mission, vision, values, and initiatives of the school and develop a
robust planning and assessment process called SoA 2028. Furthermore, these values were discussed with the ASAC
during AY23-24 meetings with the director and reflected in the development of the Teaching and Learning Culture
Guideline (See PC.7 Learning and Teaching Culture). The next workshop session to assess Criterion 1 — Context and
Mission and Criterion 2 — Shared Values is scheduled for fall 2024.

See Section 5.3 — Curricular Development for more information on the direct indirect planning and assessment
methods.
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Figure 1. Faculty meet for an SoA Workshop as part of the SoA 2028 planning and assessment cyclical process.

Design: Architects design better, safer, more equitable, resilient, and sustainable built environments. Design thinking and
integrated design solutions are hallmarks of architecture education, the discipline, and the profession.

Program Response:

Current: The SoA addresses this value in both professional programs by first preparing students for professional
practice in the field of architecture and design and second teaching students to design for the grand challenges of
our time. Design in the SoA is both a process and an outcome (Fig.2). A strong ethic of design thinking as it relates
to design making, fabrication, and empirical experimentation permeates the SoA with the impressive MaterialsLab
facilities and ample outdoor fabrication space. The B.Arch program combines design with the climate and
landscape of the Sonoran Desert as well as cutting-edge material and environmental research. The B.Arch program
has three stages of development of design knowledge — foundations with the basics of design thinking, core
professional design synthesis and integration, and research and innovation leveraging leadership and collaboration
to foster students' creation of their own professional values and identity. The M.Arch program emphasizes
architecture’s role in social and environmental justice, performance-based design, collaboration and research,
innovation and risk taking. In the M.Arch program, architectural design is the intertwining of sensible, technical,
historical, intellectual and aesthetic activities — a research-based creative practice. The M.Arch program is a
carefully orchestrated series of studios, themed by semester, that foster mastery of fundamentals and advanced
processes with experimentation required for critical practice.
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Future: The SoA strives to be clearer about environmental and social performance criteria for design studio
objectives and outcomes. The SoA aims to teach design methods more explicitly and directly in each studio course
and to showcase a diversity of design methods over the duration of its programs.
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Figure 2. A faculty member meets with students in studio.

Environmental Stewardship and Professional Responsibility: Architects are responsible for the impact of their work on
the natural world and on public health, safety, and welfare. As professionals and designers of the built environment, we
embrace these responsibilities and act ethically to accomplish them.

Program Response:

Current: A sensitive response to the fragile Sonoran Desert context is a value-driven ethic that carries through the
SoA programs. This value is addressed through both the technology and practice stream curricula and is integrated
into design studio. The technology stream in both the B.Arch and M.Arch now has a discrete course focused on
environmental systems, health and wellness, and performance modeling. The practice stream has a co-convened
course for both programs focused on ethics and practice with the introduction of architecture’s role in society and
public safety. Key studios in the core stage of the curriculum emphasize and integrate life safety and human health
and wellness through sustainable design and code-compliant design and the B.Arch hosts the Solar Decathlon
Studio that won the competition’s Grand Prize last year. Several faculty’s research agendas address environmental
stewardship and a member of the SoA faculty is the co-director for the Integrated Energy Systems Center in the
Arizona Institute for Resilience at U of A. The lecture series regularly focuses on regional response of land ethics,
responsible material use, water conservation, and energy (Fig.3).

Future: The SoA aims to improve the technology stream and hire a tenure track faculty member with expertise in
climate change response and material and labor flows related to environmental and social stewardship. The SoA
seeks to foster an increased partnership with AIR and IES on campus to advance our research mission in
sustainable and resilient architecture.

‘ ‘ '_r" id ,/,
Figure 3. A faculty member meets with students on a field trip to Mount Lemmon, north of Tucson.
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Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion: Architects commit to equity and inclusion in the environments we design, the policies we
adopt, the words we speak, the actions we take, and the respectful learning, teaching, and working environments we create.
Architects seek fairness, diversity, and social justice in the profession and in society and support a range of pathways for
students seeking access to an architecture education.

Program Response:

Current: The SoA is committed to equity, diversity, inclusion and belonging. The school has a large representation
of Hispanic students in its programs given its location in the southwest and is part of a land grant institution with
recent federal Hispanic-Serving Institution recognition. The B.Arch has a shared foundation year with the BLA and
BA.DAP students and accepts all students in first year who meet university and basic program admission
requirements. This allows students a year to demonstrate learning and maturity and allows students from
historically marginalized populations to have the best chance of matriculation to the professional program. The
undergraduate students from SoLARP have an advanced standing pathway into the M.Arch degree allowing
students who did not matriculate past the milestone from 1%t to 24 year in the B.Arch to complete a professional
architecture degree. Several courses directly address EDI in the SoA. ARC 435/535, a required B.Arch course and
M.Arch elective is focused on critical theory and discourse and presents socially relevant topics through reading
and writing. Further, each program has an affordable housing studio in partnership with community groups to
address housing equity and justice and the school runs a design build studio in the B.Arch each semester that
focuses on affordable housing (Fig.4). There is a standing M.Arch studio that focuses on engaging Indigenous
communities. The SoA overtly teaches universal design and the B.Arch program has a funded studio on the topic.
There is an active CAPLA EDI committee that has made great strides around student and faculty recruitment.

Future: CAPLA is re-envisioning the first-year education to be interdisciplinary and inclusive to foster pathways to
different degree programs to maximize the retention and success of students in the first year to second year
transition. The new CAPLA Strategic Plan has the aspiration of emphasis on people first and increased transparency
in budgeting and decision making. An architecture faculty member recently acquired a grant to evaluate how to
decolonize degree programs. We seek to increase the number and frequency of community-engaged studios
throughout the programs. The SoA aims to relaunch Camp Architecture in the summer as a high school
recruitment service and foster a matriculation pathway for community college and students from
underrepresented populations. The SoA has a new voluntary faculty mentoring program that it aims to scale up
and develop to increase retention and belonging. The SoA aims to hire a tenure track faculty member with an
emphasis in social science and architecture.
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Figure 4. Students install a glue-laminated beam at a design build project.

Knowledge and Innovation: Architects create and disseminate knowledge focused on design and the built environment in
response to ever-changing conditions. New knowledge advances architecture as a cultural force, drives innovation, and
prompts the continuous improvement of the discipline.

Program Response:
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Current: The SoA values innovation in clarifying and creating new knowledge as a means of addressing mounting
societal and environmental challenges. The SoA centers the last stage of the B.Arch and the last year of the M.Arch
program on research and innovation tied to learning objectives and assessment. The MS.Arch program is a
research-based masters. Students in the program regularly participate in reviews and serve as graduate assistants
for the undergraduate courses in the B.Arch. Faculty are actively involved in research and scholarship that is
brought into the classroom through electives and advanced thematic studios. The school’s lecture series provides
current and speculative knowledge to students and faculty from practitioners and theorists. The SoA supports
students and faculty attending the annual AlA Arizona conference to gain knowledge. All of this knowledge sharing
is critical for promoting innovation.

Future: The SoA plans to improve interdisciplinary work in the college that can lead to new research and
innovation in the classroom. Also, the college aims to explicitly teach innovation and have a dedicated exhibit
space as part of the Drachman Institute and advising suite space revisioning for sharing current innovative design
projects, research and scholarship. CAPLA has developed a preliminary MaterialsLab strategic plan and is seeking
funding to support the modernization and maintenance of the lab to support research and innovation (Fig.5).

Figure 5. A faculty member and students work on a project in te Materi’(;srLab.

Leadership, Collaboration, and Community Engagement: Architects practice design as a collaborative, inclusive,
creative, and empathetic enterprise with other disciplines, the communities we serve, and the clients for whom we
work.

Program Response:

Current: The SoA believes collaborative leadership is key to addressing our most difficult problems. The last stage
of the professional programs in the SoA emphasizes not only research and innovation, but also leadership and
collaboration with associated learning objectives and assessment. The SoA has community-oriented studios in both
programs that work on such topics as borderland issues, water scarcity, redlining, housing equity, etc. together
with community groups, the City of Tucson, and the profession. For example, there is a new B.Arch research and
innovation track that focuses on community design with electives and studio offerings that allow students to
interface with need-based communities in the southwest. There is a dedicated studio in the M.Arch that works in
partnership Arizona’s Native American tribal communities and the University wide Native American and
Indigenous Community. The M.Arch masters project focused on working with a nonprofit in Moyo, Uganda in
recent years. The Drachman Institute, directed by an SoA faculty member, is the community-engaged research and
outreach unit of the college, and frequently runs projects through SoA studios frequently; faculty in the school
participate in the Drachman on community-engaged scholarship (Fig.6). A hallmark of the SoA is the design build
program that serves B.Arch students as an advanced thematic studio option. The design build studio works with
community clients on affordable housing and other public interest projects.
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Future: The SoA is planning to explicitly teach leadership and collaboration studies in the last stage of both the
B.Arch and M.Arch programs. We seek to improve the opportunities for interdisciplinary work with faculty and
students in degree programs in the SoLAP, foster interdepartmental dialogue in engaging with communities, and
together have a greater combined positive impact on the region through teaching and research.
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Lifelong Learning: Architects value educational breadth and depth, including a thorough understanding of the discipline’s
body of knowledge, histories and theories, and architecture’s role in cultural, social, environmental, economic, and built
contexts. The practice of architecture demands lifelong learning, which is a shared responsibility between academic and
practice settings.

Program Response:

Current: The SoA embraces that lifelong learning is key to addressing the grand challenges of today and tomorrow
through architecture. The SoA has a high percentage (~50%) of the total faculty who are practicing architects and
dozens of professional, community and academic reviewers who visit the school each year. This provides an
excellent connection to the profession and lifelong learning examples to our students; it also aids professional
faculty and visitors who teach in the school to continue their own critical inquiry development. The SoA supports
students attending the AIA Arizona conference each year. CAPLA hosts a career fair and the SoA hosts a bi-annual
path to licensure workshop for students to learn about the ARE and lifelong learning. Further, the practice stream
of the B.Arch and M.Arch programs focuses on career pathways and invites professionals to speak. The last stage
of the curriculum in both programs emphasizes student research and independent thought which is critical for
developing lifelong learners (Fig.7).

Future: The SoA seeks to increase field trips and study abroad opportunities to expand students’ world view. The
SoA recognizes that we need to teach time and personal management to students as lifelong personal
management skills. The curriculum continues to be reevaluated in both programs to make space for reflection and
school-life balance. Furthermore, the college is actively evaluating how to properly support students’ emotional
wellbeing.
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Figure 7. Faculty, students and professionals meet to debrief after a studio review in the Sundt Gallery.
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3—Program and Student Criteria

These criteria seek to evaluate the outcomes of architecture programs and student work within their unique institutional,
regional, national, international, and professional contexts, while encouraging innovative approaches to architecture
education and professional preparation.

3.1 Program Criteria (PC)

The program must provide:

e A narrative description of how the program achieves each criterion.

e  Evidence that each criterion is assessed by the program on a recurring basis, and

e  Asummary of the modifications made to its curricula and/or associated program structures and materials based on
findings from these assessment activities since the previous review.

Program Response:

The required curricular courses in the B.Arch and M.Arch program fulfill the requirements for the NAAB PCs and
SCs. This is the case for all the PCs and SCs except PC.7 Teaching and Learning Culture (See PC.7 below). As part of
the planning and assessment process of the SoA, the Program Advisory Committee proposed which knowledge
streams should be assigned the respective NAAB criteria. The Curriculum Committee reviewed and edited the final
list. The relationship between the NAAB criteria and the courses that address the criteria is include in Appendix 1
NAAB PC / SC Matrix for both programs.

At the end of each semester, faculty submit a Course Assessment report with their course syllabus, schedule and
instructional materials for each course taught to the course archive. These reports serve as the basis for the end of
semester Stream Assessments. These individual reports have been combined into an Assessment Logic, a
spreadsheet that serves as a roadmap for accreditation reviewers organized by PC and SC. Each PC and SC is listed
in the spreadsheet in the order in which as they appear in the APR narrative with a sequence of logical assessment
steps prepared by the instructor(s) of the course(s) to which the PC or SC is assigned. One course may be assigned
more than one criterion and conversely, one criterion may be fulfilled by more than one course. The Assessment
Logic progresses in the following manner:

NAAB Criterion: PC or SC

Course: the course where PC or SC is addressed

Faculty: instructor for the course

Semester and Year: when the course was taught

Stream: curricular knowledge stream to which the course belongs

Learning Outcomes: the student learning objectives that address the criterion

Assessment Method: how the learning was assessed, what tools are used (assignment, project, exam,

etc.)

e Target/Benchmark: how success is defined

e  Results: percentage of students that achieved success

e Improvement: actions to take to improve based on the Course Assessment and other direct and indirect
assessments by the school

e  Evidence: links to PC and SC folders and description of the evidence

See Appendix 2 for the Assessment Logic for each program in PDF format with active links to the PC or SC evidence
folders where course materials are located. Evidence including syllabi, schedule, instructional materials and
student work examples in the case of SC.5 and SC.6 is organized by PC or SC folder as indicated in the Assessment
Logic. The Assessment Logic for each program is also provided as a searchable Excel file in the respective B.Arch
and M.Arch evidence folders. Evidence of fulfillment of NAAB PCs and SCs was collected during AY23-24.

The narrative for this section of the APR is a summary of the data in the Assessment Logic, describing how the
B.Arch and M.Arch programs address each NAAB program and student criterion. Each response is organized by
distinct program in the following manner to explain how the criterion is achieved. First, the program interpretation
of the criterion is discussed, as determined by the Curriculum Committee with respect to the SoA’s unique mission,
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vision and values. Second, the assessment point, or where the criterion is assessed, and the associated Course
Assessment method (i.e. assighment, exam, project, etc.) with the record of student achievement is recorded.
Third, the benchmarks for success, the direct and indirect assessments used by the program for the respective
criteria beyond the direct Course Assessment, and plans for improvement are reviewed.

Table 1 below is a summary that outlines the PCs and SCs with the direct and indirect Assessment Methods used to
evaluate and improve the program. See Section 5.3 Curricular Development for descriptions of the indirect and
direct assessment methods used in the B.Arch and M.Arch programs, the associated parties involved and the
recurring schedule of assessment.

Table 1. SoA direct and indirect planning and assessment methods as they relate to the 2020 NAAB PC and SCs. The

last and next assessment period is also identified.
PLANNING & ASSESSMENT HETHOD
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PC.1 Career Paths—How the program ensures that students understand the paths to becoming licensed as an architect in the
United States and the range of available career opportunities that utilize the discipline’s skills and knowledge.

B.Arch.:

Interpretation: The B.Arch program teaches students that architecture is one of many professions contributing to
the built environment. Students learn the paths toward licensure and understand the many ways architects work
collaboratively on behalf of clients, communities, and the natural environment.

Assessment points, methods of assessment, & student achievement: The Foundation stage of the program
introduces the basic paths, and the many ways design professionals contribute to the built environment. PC.1 is
assessed directly through Course Assessment in ARC131A/B, a course that accompanies the first design studio.
Students learn about general career pathways and the organizations that oversee these paths in a lecture and are
assessed through a quiz, where 85.9% of the students achieved a B or higher. The Core stage of the program
furthers students’ understanding of career paths and architectural practice. PC.1 is also assessed directly through
Course Assessment in the Ethics + Practice course, ARC436, where students learn about the entire path toward
licensure during lectures and through discussions and are assessed through specific questions on a midterm and
final exam. On the midterm, 45/81 achieved an 80% or higher. For the final, 74/81 students achieved a grade of
80% or higher.

Benchmarks & plans for improvement: The benchmark for PC.1 Career Paths is a grade of 80% (B) or higher. In
addition to assessing in the course, the B.Arch program directly assessed PC.1 in the fall 2023 and spring 2024
during Stream Assessment and indirectly assessed PC.1 through an Exit Survey. Plans to improve the assessment of
student learning in ARC436 involve revising the methods of Course Assessment to be more specific to the
criterion(s) assigned to the course, which would allow the tracking of student learning to be more effective. These
changes are to be made to the spring 2025 ARC 436 course. The Foundation portion of the curriculum is
undergoing development in AY2024-25, which means it will teach and assess career paths differently in the future
and is to be determined. Next assessment will occur in AY25-26.

Evidence: Evidence of PC.1 is found in the Assessment Logic that includes links to the PC.1 folder where the course
syllabus, schedule, project assignments, and rubrics are located.

M.Arch.:

Interpretation: The M.Arch program teaches students that architecture is one of many professions contributing to
the built environment. Students learn the paths toward licensure and understand the various ways architects work
collaboratively on behalf of clients, communities, and the natural environment.

Assessment points, method of assessment, and student achievement: Students learn PC.1 Career Paths in the M.
Arch program in the courses ARC526 Predesign and ARC536 Ethics + Practice. In ARC526, students are introduced
to and learn about the range of career paths available to those who study architecture. This criterion is assessed
directly through Course Assessment in quizzes administered via D2L and in the final essay. In the spring 2024
semester, 6/6 students achieved success above the related benchmark on relevant quizzes and the final essay. In
ARC536, students learn to identify the broad set of skills an architecture degree provides; and an understanding of
how those skills may be applied both within the construction industry, and outside the industry in various
alternative career paths. Using instructor and guest lecture Q&A as well as in-class discussion, students understand
the entire path to licensure, from school, AXP, to ARE to licensure with state board of technical registration. This
criterion is assessed directly through Course Assessment in the midterm (10% class grade) and final exams (15%
class grade). In the spring 2024 semester, 6/9 students achieved a grade of 80% or higher on the midterm exam,
with a class average of 78.21%. 6/9 students achieved a grade of 80% or higher for the final exam, with an
increased class average of 89.37%.

Benchmarks and plans for improvement: The benchmark of success for PC.1 is a grade of 80% (B) or higher for
relevant assignments in ARC526 and ARC536. In addition to directly assessing PC.1 through the course related
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activities, PC.1 is directly assessed during Stream Assessment at the end of the semester and Milestone in the
spring of the M.Arch penultimate year. Furthermore, PC.1 was coordinated through the Curriculum Committee
meetings. PC.1 was last assessed in AY23-24. Plans for improvement in ARC536 are to separate out the specific
elements of the course related to this criterion in assessments. This would enable more granular tracking of
success for this criterion. Closer tracking would enable earlier and more effective reinforcement of content. These
changes are to be made to the spring 2025 ARC 536 course. Next assessment will occur in AY25-26.

Evidence: Evidence of PC.1 is found in the Assessment Logic that includes links to the PC.1 folder where the course
syllabus, schedule, project assignments, and rubrics are located.

PC.2 Desigh—How the program instills in students the role of the design process in shaping the built environment and
conveys the methods by which design processes integrate multiple factors, in different settings and scales of development,
from buildings to cities.

B.Arch.:

Interpretation: The B.Arch program links architectural design to the social and environmental challenges of our
time. Students learn design processes that involve existing conditions and adaptive reuse; the relationships among
energy, climate, and architectural materials and form; efficacy of ecologies and architectural design; housing and
social equity; and high-performance building materials and systems. Students practice addressing these and other
complex social and environmental issues vis-a-vis space, form, materials, drawings, and models at different scales,
with various systems, and with a range of technologies and methods in Core studios, Research & Innovation (R&l)
studios, and Capstone.

Assessment points, assessment methods, and student achievement: The Core studio curriculum — ARC201, ARC202,
ARC301, and ARC302, and ARC401 - introduces and practices the relationship Core “grand challenges” have to
architectural design methods and methodologies. The Core studios include different settings and scales of
development. The R&I stage of the program offers five Advanced Studios (ARC410f), which are designed to
introduce a range and a more in-depth examination of “grand challenges” as they relate to research and
innovation. The program, however, assesses design and its relationship to complex social and environmental issues
not in 410f studios, but directly through Course Assessment in the final ARC 498 Capstone Studio. Assessment
methods and student achievement vary across the Core studio courses and Capstone studio sections.

Benchmarks & plans for improvement: The benchmark for PC.2 is a grade of 80% (B) or higher for the assessment
methods used in ARC201, ARC202, ARC301, ARC302, ARC401, and ARC498. The B.Arch program directly assessed
these courses in the fall 2023 and spring 2025 Stream Assessment. Additionally, the program used Studio
Assessment via Bentos, an evaluation form used by faculty to peer review the outcomes of the course to directly
assess ARC202, ARC302 and ARC498 in the spring of 2025. The outcomes of PC.2 were also assessed through the
Exit Survey and Capstone Synthesis in spring 2024 and Curriculum Committee meetings during AY23-24. Plans to
improve student learning across the Core and Capstone studios focus on strengthening the relationship between
learning objectives and course level assessments through refining assignments and rubrics. Next assessment will
occur in AY24-25.

Evidence: Evidence of PC.2 is found in the Assessment Logic that includes links to the PC.2 folder where the course
syllabus, schedule, project assignments, and rubrics are located.

M.Arch

Interpretation: The M.Arch program fosters an architectural design culture through studio courses which employ
diverse design methodologies to address integration (aesthetic with the social/cultural, technical, etc.); in projects
of different contexts (abstract to the rural, decentralized urban, to the dense urban); and, of projects at different
scales (body/furniture, social/spaces, communal/building, and societal/city). Extracurricular events and lectures by
design professionals and theorists further this design culture.
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Assessment points, method of assessment, and student achievement: Students learn PC.2 Design in the M. Arch
program across multiple semesters in the studio curriculum. In 510B Immersion Studio I, students are introduced
to design concepts and principles and various modeling techniques to inform their designs. 510E Comprehensive
Studio Il challenges students to build upon previously learned techniques and consider the regulatory,
environmental, functional, contextual, social, cultural and experiential forces which impact design. These learning
outcomes culminate in ARC 909 Master’s Project. Students are assessed in various studio-specific ways across
these courses through Course Assessment. In 510B, PC.2 is assessed in 6 projects over the course of the semester,
with 100% of students achieving the benchmark for the fall 2023 semester. In 510E, PC.2 is measured in
assignment 1 for completeness, depth of insight and observation, relevancy of precedent chosen based on the
students' initial findings. In the spring 2024 semester, 100% of students achieved a score of 85% or higher. ARC909
students collaborate on the design of a masterplan and are responsible for the conceptual, schematic and design
development of an architectural component project within the masterplan. This is assessed for design utilizing a 5-
point Likert Scale. Nine (9) students were enrolled in this course in spring 2024 with 4 students achieving a Level 4
and 5 students achieving a Level 5.

Benchmarks and plans for improvement: The benchmark of success for studio courses for PC.2 is a grade of 80% (B)
or higher for relevant assignments in Studio Courses ARC510B, ARC510E and ARC909. The M.Arch Program directly
assessed PC.2 during the end of semester fall 2023 and spring 2024 during Stream Assessment. Also, PC.2 was
assessed through Studio Assessment using Bento forms, the Milestone portfolio review, and Curriculum
Committee Meetings during AY23-24. The M.Arch program held an Masters Project Synthesis review in
conjunction with the B.Arch Capstone Synthesis to indirectly gather additional feedback from students concerning
their learning experience. To improve student results, plans for improvement aim to provide more time in the
conceptual and research phases of projects to allow for greater understanding of socio-culture and environmental
aspects through iterative development. Next assessment will occur in AY24-25.

Evidence: Evidence of PC.2 is found in the Assessment Logic that includes links to the PC.2 folder where the course
syllabus, schedule, project assignments, and rubrics are located.

PC.3 Ecological Knowledge and Responsibility—How the program instills in students a holistic understanding of the
dynamic between built and natural environments, enabling future architects to mitigate climate change responsibly by
leveraging ecological, advanced building performance, adaptation, and resilience principles in their work and advocacy
activities.

B.Arch.:

Interpretation: The B.Arch program teaches students the relationship buildings and building systems have to
natural environments. Students learn about the Sonoran climate, regional ecologies, material resources, energy,
and building performance modeling to understand and practice resilient and future relationships between climate
change, natural resources, and the built environment.

Assessment points, assessment methods, and student achievement: The Core stage of the B.Arch program
introduces students to the concepts of PC.3 in the studios ARC202 and ARC301 and the technology courses
ARC222 and ARC421. These courses work together to instill a holistic understanding of the dynamic relationship
between the built and natural environment. In ARC202, students integrate ecological principles into the work of
Module 1 and Module 2. In Module 1, 88% of the students received an 80% or higher while in Module 2, 86% of
the students received an 80% or higher. In ARC301, students demonstrate their understanding and response to
ecological factors in Project 1, 58/83, or 70% of the students in the course, received an 80% or higher on Project 1.
In ARC222, students learn the importance of outdoor thermal comfort, develop the ability to assess microclimates,
and collect and evaluate data using various tools. Students demonstrate learning in a thermal comfort assignment
where 82/112 students achieve a B or higher. In ARC421 students learn to identify, document, and analyze the
forces, factors, and environmental conditions that influence mechanical system design in medium and high-rise
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buildings; and to select and evaluate envelop and environmental control systems. Students are assessed through
quizzes 1, 2, and 3 and two workshops (WUFI and Window) using a Likert scale of 1-5. On the quizzes, students
achieving 80% or more on quizzes 1, 2, and 3 were 15.2%, 82.3%, and 81%, respectively. In the workshops, 86.1%
and 40.5% achieved an 80% or higher in the first WUFI workshop and Window Workshop.

Benchmarks & plans for improvement: The benchmark for PC.3 is a grade of 80% (B) or higher for the assessment
methods used in ARC202, ARC222, ARC301, and ARC421. The B.Arch program assessed ARC301 and ARC421 in the
fall 2023 during Stream Assessment while ARC202 and ARC222 were assessed during the spring 2024 Stream
Assessment. In addition, ARC 202 was assessed through Studio Assessment using Bentos in the spring of 2024,
through the Exit Survey in the spring of 2024, and Curriculum Committee Meetings during AY23-24. Plans to
improve student learning in ARC202 include strengthening the connection between learning objectives, rubrics,
and criterion; integrating co-requisite course in Environmental Systems (ARC222) by sharing rubrics; and
integrating co-requisite course in the design communications stream. In ARC222, plans also include students'
building a climate station to assess environmental indices that impact microclimate alongside hand-held tools to
measure surface temperature to increase student learning. In ARC301, plans for improvement are focusing on the
revision of the grading rubric for Project 1. Plans for improving student learning in ARC421 include providing more
examples and case studies of how the principles apply to architectural design. The next assessment of PC.3 will
occur in AY24-25.

Evidence: Evidence of PC.3 is found in the Assessment Logic that includes links to the PC.3 folder where the course
syllabus, schedule, project assignments, and rubrics are located.

M.Arch

Interpretation: The M.Arch program teaches students the relationship that buildings and building systems have to
natural environments. Students learn about regional ecologies, climate, material resources, energy, and building
performance modeling to understand resilient and future relationships among climate change, natural resources,
and the built environment.

Assessment points, method of assessment, and student achievement: Students learn PC.3 Ecological Knowledge
and Responsibility in the M. Arch program in the integrated technology course, 521A Integrated Technologies I. In
ARC 521A students learn to evaluate climate metrics for a given site (solar, wind, psychrometric) and how to
formulate appropriate sustainable strategies based upon a climate profile and building type. ARC 521A learning
objectives are assessed in a written student report and an exam. In the fall 2023 semester, 83% of students
fulfilled the benchmark for the student report and 100% fulfilled the exam benchmark criteria.

Benchmarks and plans for improvement: The benchmark of success for PC.3 is a grade of 80% (B) or higher for
relevant assignments in ARC521A. The M.Arch Program directly assessed PC.3 during the fall 2023 and spring 2024
through Stream Assessment. Further, PC.3 was reviewed through the Milestone outcomes and during Curriculum
Committee meetings over the AY23-24 academic year. Plans to improve student understanding of psychrometric
climate data include a revision of the curriculum to include exercises in identifying appropriate strategies across a
variety of psychrometric data. The next assessment of PC.3 will occur in AY24-25.

Evidence: Evidence of PC.3 is found in the Assessment Logic that includes links to the PC.3 folder where the course
syllabus, schedule, project assignments, and rubrics are located.

PC.4 History and Theory—How the program ensures that students understand the histories and theories of architecture and
urbanism, framed by diverse social, cultural, economic, and political forces, nationally and globally.

B.Arch.:
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Interpretation: The B.Arch program teaches students a global history of architecture and urbanism. Students learn
about built and speculative works, formal and spatial practices, and evolving theories of design in relation to their
complex social, cultural, economic, technological, and political contextual conditions.

Assessment points, assessment methods, and student achievement: While the curriculum has architectural history
and theory in the Foundation (ARC 131A/B), the Core stage of the program formally introduces students to
histories of architecture and urbanism in a series of four required courses: History + Theory | (ARC231), History +
Theory Il (ARC 232), History + Theory lll: Modern and Contemporary Architecture (ARC 333), and finally, Forms of
Critical Inquiry and Expression (ARC 435). In ARC 231, students gain an understanding of early architectural
developments from around the world and how cultural, political, social, climatic, and technological changes
influence the developments through the Middle Ages. Students are assessed for their understanding across three
exams. In ARC 232, students further develop their understanding of architectural history up through early
modernism and are assessed in three examinations. In ARC 333, students learn to recognize major ideas of
twentieth-century architectural history and theory and demonstrate the ability to connect built works of
architecture and theory to social, political, and economic contexts. Students are assessed in a midterm and final
exam; in 2023 52% received a B or higher on the midterm and 67% received a B or higher on the final. In ARC 435,
students learn to demonstrate the ability to identify, describe, and analyze contemporary architectural theory and
design approaches in architecture and urbanism and are assessed through discussion, three essays, and a midterm.
In discussion, 91% achieved a B or higher, in essay 1, 2, and 3, 85%, 91%, and 88%, respectively achieved a B or
higher, and on the midterm, 90% achieved a B or higher.

Benchmarks & plans for improvement: The benchmark of success for PC.4 is 80% (B) or higher for relevant
assignments in ARC231, ARC232, ARC333, and ARC435. The B.Arch program assessed ARC 231 and ARC 333 during
the fall 2023 Stream Assessment while ARC232 and ARC435 were assessed during the spring 2024 Stream
Assessment. Further, PC.4 was indirectly assessed through the spring 2024 Exit Survey and discussed in Curriculum
Committee Meetings during AY23-24. Plans to improve student learning in these courses vary. In ARC 231, ARC
232, and ARC 333, improvements focus on student preparation for exams and the study materials and practices
associated with the exams. In ARC 435, instructors will consider rubrics for all major assignments and work toward
grading standardization across the 4-5 faculty discussion facilitators and graders.

Evidence: Evidence of PC.4 is found in the Assessment Logic that includes links to the PC.4 folder where the course
syllabus, schedule, project assignments, and rubrics are located.

M.Arch.:

Interpretation: The M.Arch program teaches students a global history of architecture and urbanism. Students learn
about built and speculative works, formal and spatial practices, and evolving theories of design in relation to their
complex social, cultural, economic, technological, and political conditions.

Assessment points, method of assessment, and student achievement: Students learn PC.4 History and Theory in the
M. Arch program in the courses ARC 531 History + Theory I, ARC 532 History + Theory Il, and ARC 533 History +
Theory IIl. The trajectory of material in these courses is as follows: global ancient through medieval architecture
and urbanism in ARC 531, global renaissance through modern architecture and urbanism in ARC 532, and modern
architecture and urbanism in ARC 533. In ARC531, architectural history and theory are introduced and
subsequently ARC 532 and ARC 533 introduces students to histories of architecture and urbanism. Students are
assessed in all three courses in exams as well as research papers, which are assessed on a scale of 0-100. In ARC
531 and ARC 533, all graduate students achieved success above the target benchmark. In ARC 532, 7/8 graduate
students achieved scores above the target benchmark, and 1/8 achieved a score below the benchmark.
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Benchmarks and plans for improvement: The benchmark of success for PC.4 is a grade of 80% (B) or higher for
relevant assignments in ARC 531, ARC 532, and ARC 533. The M.Arch Program directly assessed PC.4 during the fall
2023 and spring 2024 Stream Assessment. PC.4 was also assessed directly through the Milestone outcomes in the
spring of 2024 and indirectly through Curriculum Meetings during AY23-24. Plans to improve student achievement
include providing study guides and example questions before exams. In addition, those who do not meet the
target benchmark are required to meet with a Teaching Assistant to go over exams and receive help with their
research papers. The next assessment for PC.4 will be in AY24-25.

Evidence: Evidence of PC.4 is found in the Assessment Logic that includes links to the PC.4 folder where the course
syllabus, schedule, project assignments, and rubrics are located.

PC.5 Research and Innovation—How the program prepares students to engage and participate in architectural research to
test and evaluate innovations in the field.

B.Arch.:

Interpretation: The program introduces students to critical inquiry and discourse, design research methods, and
integrative thinking. Students learn to connect investigations to space, form, models, drawings, materials and
architectural design and to evaluate these connections.

Assessment points, assessment methods, and student achievement: The Core stage of the B.Arch program
introduces students to PC.5 in ARC 435 (Forms of Critical Inquiry and Expression). ARC 435 bridges the Core and
R&lI stages of the curriculum by inviting students not only to position their work theoretically and historically but
also to postulate a career trajectory. Students gain the ability to identify, describe, and analyze contemporary
theoretical and design approaches to architecture and urbanism and are assessed for this ability in a final project
where 75% of the students in the course achieved a B or higher. Students further their understanding and practice
of Research and Innovation in the third stage of the program in Advanced Studios (ARC 410f), Project Inquiry (ARC
497) and Capstone (ARC 498). ARC 410f is the course number assigned to all B.Arch Advanced Studios in the R&l
stage of the program. Each semester there are usually five (5) distinct studio sections led by different faculty.
Although the sections are different, each applies the fundamental skills and knowledge acquired in previous
studios to complex social, environmental, and other issues requiring research and/or innovation. Faculty teaching
these sections use various studio-based assignments to foster student engagement with research and innovation
across the sections. In ARC 497 Project Inquiry, students research issues relevant to architecture and complex
social and environmental issues and apply research to work in the ARC 498 Capstone Studio, where students
integrate research and design. ARC 497 and ARC 498 are linked thematically and are an integral part of the R&l
Tracks in the B.Arch program. Each track and associated ARC 497 and ARC 498 Capstone sequence has a unique
Course Assessment outlined in the Assessment Logic.

Benchmarks & plans for improvement: The benchmark for PC.5 is 80% (B) or higher for relevant assignments in ARC
435, ARC 410f, ARC 497, and ARC 498. The B.Arch program assessed courses offered in the spring of 2024 during
the spring 2024 Stream Assessment including the fall course ARC 497. ARC 410f and ARC 498 studios were
assessed through Studio Assessment in the spring of 2024. Further, the Capstone sequence and Advanced Studios
were indirectly assessed with students during the spring 2024 Capstone Synthesis. PC.5 was discussed in the AY23-
24 Curriculum Committee Meetings. Faculty teaching these courses proposed different ways to improve student
learning and student assessment of PC.5 captured in the Assessment Logic. The next assessment of PC.5 will be in
AY24-25.

Evidence: Evidence of PC.5 is found in the Assessment Logic that includes links to the PC.5 folder where the course
syllabus, schedule, project assignments, and rubrics are located.

M.Arch.:
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Interpretation: The M.Arch program cultivates archival and empirical research skills in students through their
research 1) of architectural design, 2) for the purposes of architectural design, and 3) through the action of
architectural design. Disciplinary Innovations are an inherent component of this research pedagogy.

Assessment points, method of assessment, and student achievement: Students learn PC.5 Research and Innovation
in the M. Arch program in the courses ARC 533 History + Theory Ill and ARC 909 Master’s Project. In ARC 533,
students learn how to articulate ideas about architecture to make effective arguments in support of evidenced
interpretations. This is assessed in the final research paper, which is worth 20% of the final grade. In the fall 2023
semester, 100% of graduate students achieved a grade of 80% or above. In the third and final year, students are
assessed in ARC909 on their ability to conduct and synthesize archival and empirical pre-design research. This
research is evaluated in booklet and presentation form on a 5-point Likert Scale through self-reports and
evaluations. 9 students were enrolled in this course in the fall and spring semester, with 4 students achieving a
Level 4 “Agree” and 5 students achieving a Level 5 “Strongly Agree”.

Benchmarks and plans for improvement: The benchmark of success for PC.5 is a grade of 80% (B) or higher for
relevant assignments in ARC 533 and ARC 909. The M.Arch Program directly assessed PC.5 during the fall 2023 and
spring 2024 Stream Assessment and ARC 909 was assessed the spring 2024 Studio Assessment and Masters Project
Synthesis review. The Milestone outcomes provided an indirect assessment in the spring of 2024 as well. PC.5 was
discussed in the Curriculum Committee Meetings during AY23-24. Plans for improvement for ARC533 include
introducing proper research techniques and helping students distinguish between sources (the data) and
arguments (the evidence). Plans to improve learning objectives related to PC.5 include the introduction of a
Research Methods course held in the final year of the program, beginning fall 2025. PC.5 will again be assessed in
AY24-25.

Evidence: Evidence of PC.5 is found in the Assessment Logic that includes links to the PC.5 folder where the course
syllabus, schedule, project assignments, and rubrics are located.

PC.6 Leadership and Collaboration—How the program ensures that students understand approaches to leadership in
multidisciplinary teams, diverse stakeholder constituents, and dynamic physical and social contexts, and learn how to apply
effective collaboration skills to solve complex problems.

B.Arch

Interpretation: The B.Arch program introduces students to collaborative groups projects and diverse stakeholders.
Students learn to work together to solve simple and complex issues for themselves, communities, and the natural
environment.

Assessment points, assessment methods & student achievement: Students are formally introduced to PC.6 during
the Core stage of the B.Arch program in ARC 436 and again in various Advanced Studios (ARC 410f). In ARC 436.
There students learn about the position of the architect as a leader of project teams in the larger construction
industry and the importance of effective collaboration with a broad group of industry members in solving difficult
construction problems in lectures 5, 6, and 7. Students are assessed for PC.6 through a midterm exam, where
45/81 students achieved a grade of 80% or higher, and a final exam, where 74/81 achieved a grade of 80% or
higher. In ARC 410f, students are in one of five studio sections each semester. Methods of assessing PC.6 in ARC
401f sections vary as outlined in the Assessment Logic.

Benchmarks & plans for improvement: The benchmark for PC.6 is a B or higher for relevant assignments in ARC 436
and ARC 410f. The B.Arch program assessed courses offered in the spring of 2024 during Stream Assessment. In
addition, PC.6 as it relates to ARC 410f was assessed in the Studio Assessment and Capstone Synthesis in the spring
of 2024. The Curriculum Committee discussed PC.6 during AY23-24 and graduating students provided feedback on
PC.6 in their education through the Exit Survey. Faculty teaching these courses propose different ways to improve
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student learning and student assessment of PC.6 as outlined in the Assessment Logic. The next assessment of PC.6
will be in AY24-25.

Evidence: Evidence of PC.6 is found in the Assessment Logic that includes links to the PC.6 folder where the course
syllabus, schedule, project assignments, and rubrics are located.

M.Arch

Interpretation: The M.Arch program cultivates Leadership and Collaborative skills through the presentation of
established and emerging theories, models, and best professional practices. All M.Arch students experience the
Master's Project, conceived as the "Critical Practice Laboratory," which requires students to work in a rigorous
collaborative network so that they may learn how to function as both leaders and followers. Students are required
to regularly report, reflect, and self-evaluate their leadership and collaborative performance.

Assessment points, method of assessment, and student achievement: Students learn PC.6 Leadership and
Collaboration in the M. Arch program in the courses in ARC 526 Pre-Design, ARC 536 Ethics + Practice and ARC 909
Master’s Project. ARC 526 introduces approaches to leadership in multidisciplinary teams, diverse stakeholder
constituents, dynamic physical and social contexts, and effective collaboration strategies. This criterion is assessed
in quizzes administered via D2L and in the final essay. In the spring 2024 semester, 6/6 students achieved success
above the related benchmark on relevant quizzes and the final essay. ARC 536 and ARC 909 expand upon
leadership and collaborative skills in the final semester. Students are assessed for this criterion through quizzes,
exams, essays, and reports. This criterion is assessed in ARC 536 in the midterm and the final exam. In the spring
2024 semester, 6/9 students achieved a grade of 80% or higher on the midterm exam, with a class average of
78.21%. 6/9 students achieved a grade of 80% or higher for the final exam, with an increased class average of
89.37%. In ARC 909, PC.6 is assessed in self-reports and evaluations utilizing a 5-point Likert Scale. 9 students were
enrolled in this course in spring 2024 with 8 students achieving a Level 4 and 1 student achieving a Level 5.

Benchmarks and plans for improvement: The benchmark of success for PC.6 is a grade of 80% (B) or higher for
relevant assignments in ARC 526, ARC 536, and ARC 909. The M.Arch Program directly assessed PC.6 in ARC 526
and 536 during the fall 2023 and spring 2024 during Stream Assessment. Also, PC.6 was assessed for ARC 909
during Studio Assessment and the Masters Project Synthesis. PC.6 is assessed during the Milestone outcome
review. PC.6 was discussed during Curriculum Committee Meetings during AY23-24. Plans to improve student
collaboration include having all studios conduct pre-design as a collaborative endeavor where students function as
individuals on behalf of the whole and collectively make decisions regarding performance criteria for successful
projects as well as working in small groups on design projects in studios. The next assessment of PC.6 will be in
AY24-25.

Evidence: Evidence of PC.6 is found in the Assessment Logic that includes links to the PC.6 folder where the course
syllabus, schedule, project assignments, and rubrics are located.

PC.7 Learning and Teaching Culture—How the program fosters and ensures a positive and respectful environment that
encourages optimism, respect, sharing, engagement, and innovation among its faculty, students, administration, and staff.

SoA Response:

Interpretation: The SoA firmly believes the impact of teachers, the success of students, the engagement of faculty,
and the effectiveness of administration/staff are directly correlated to the health and strength of the culture that
binds them together. Our learning and teaching guiding principles include: 1) Community of Stakeholders:
fostering a community of stakeholders whose strength lies in the agency of the individual; 2) Deliberately
Developmental: support of the community in congruence with forces for change allow students and faculty alike to
be pushed towards growth and supported along the way; and 3) Balance in Contradiction: we cannot be skilled
architects if we cannot enjoy space, we cannot play effectively if we do not have rigor, and we cannot truly support
each other if we are not equally critical.
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Assessment points, method of assessment, and student achievement: PC.7 Learning and Teaching Culture is
addressed through curricular and non-curricular activities. SoA 2028 effort to create a planning and assessment
process in the school is to develop a healthy learning and teaching culture. All the direct and indirect forms of
assessment in the SoA are aimed at shared governance and fostering a positive and respectful environment for
faculty, students and staff. The SoA ASAC is made up of representatives from the student cohorts in the programs
that connect the SoA administration with the student body. The program hosts Town Hall meeting with each
student cohort (year) co-facilitated by the program chair and ASAC representatives in that cohort. The ASAC
developed a Learning and Teaching Culture Guidelines in AY23-24 that outlines the SoA’s response to PC.7 that will
be shared at the beginning of each year in the back-to-school event and then assessed through a review with
students once a year in a Town Hall meeting for discussion and updating. The SoA standing committees are shared
governance and once a year there is a committee roundup, an SoA Workshop in which committee chairs reflect on
the work of their respective committee and Assembly members assess and recommend improvements. Studio is
the center of much of the Teaching and Learning Culture in the professional programs.

Benchmarks and plans for improvement: The SoA at large has used indirect methods including Town Halls, SoA
Workshops, and Program Meetings to assess PC.7 and continuously improve the learning and teaching culture of
the SoA. In addition, PC.7 as it relates to studio culture is assessed during Studio Assessment and Curriculum
Committee Meetings through AY23-24. A lack of trust was identified by the SoA faculty during SoA Workshops in
AY22-23. There is an SoA Workshop focused on faculty culture titled “SoA Trust” scheduled for fall 2024 to assess
PC.7 for faculty, staff and administration. See Criterion 5 Resources evidence folder for these assessment methods.

B.Arch.:
Interpretation: The B.Arch program fosters and ensures a cooperative teaching environment based on respect,
engagement, and innovation among faculty, students, and staff.

Assessment points, method of assessment, and student achievement: PC.7 Learning and Teaching Culture is
addressed through B.Arch Program Meeting with the studio coordinators and B.Arch chair at the beginning of each
semester to assess the previous year’s learning culture in the studio environment and share approaches to
fostering a positive and respectful environment. Studio coordinators share best practices for engaging students
and plan for the impending semester. Furthermore, studio coordinators are responsible to harmonize the
semester calendar amongst studio and the other lecture courses scheduled in that semester as to avoid
overlapping deadlines and undue burden. A survey was sent out to the studio coordinators and section instructors
to assess, among other things, the learning and teaching culture in the studio context in the fall of 2023. The
outcome of the survey provides the basis for the improvement plan to be discussed in the studio coordination
meeting.

Benchmarking and plans for improvement: The results of the survey indicated key areas for improvement in
coordinated studios. Some key actions include: syllabus and assignment preparations prior to the semester,
developing assessment methods an rubrics associated with each learning outcome, more consistent
communication, more cohesive and collaborative grading and evaluation, well organized reviews, and calibration
between the lecture and at desk work time in the studio semester. This survey and studio coordinator
conversations during AY23-24 have led to a studio coordinator updated policy and guidelines to maximize the
potential for improving studio culture, the center of our educational offering in the B.Arch. These improvements
are seen in the evidence as the Studio Coordinator Policy. In addition, the B.Arch Exit Survey and Capstone
Synthesis in the spring of 2024 gathered feedback from graduating students on PC.7. The plans for improvement
from these assessments are included in the Assessment Logic. The next assessment of PC.7 will be in AY24-25.

Evidence: PC.7 evidence is found in the PC.7 B.Arch folder including the following documents: Teaching and
Learning Culture Policy by the ASAC, results from Studio Coordinator Survey from AY23-24, and Studio Coordinator
Policy. See Criterion 5 Resources evidence folder for the B.Arch Exit Survey, Town Halls, SoA Workshops, Program
Meetings, Studio Assessment and Curriculum Committee Meetings.

M.Arch.:
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Interpretation: The M.Arch program fosters and ensures a cooperative teaching environment based on respect,
engagement, and innovation among faculty, students, and staff.

Assessment points, method of assessment, and student achievement: PC.7 is assessed in the M.Arch program
through qualitative Town Hall Meetings. The M.Arch program is small, communicative, and tight knit group,
therefore, Town Hall meetings are particularly effective at planning, assessing and improving the culture of the
program. The M.Arch program hosts Town Hall meetings twice a semester. PC.7 was also assessed during the
Masters Project Synthesis review with students providing feedback on Teaching and Learning Culture.

Benchmarking and plans for improvement: Students in the AY22-23 Town Hall meetings expressed disappointment
in the cultural life of the program around two primary areas. First, regarding disruptive students that caused
challenges for the learning environment and second, the concern that Milestone was a punitive process. From
these meetings, the director and program chair determined to address disciplinary action with behavioral
problems, and this was mitigated. Further, the program chair revised the Milestone process to be formative, rather
than summative, and created a new Milestone course to mentor students in this important synthetic exercise of
reflecting and then creating a learning portfolio of their education in the stream knowledge areas. The next
assessment of PC.7 will be in AY24-25.

Evidence: PC.7 evidence is found in the PC.7 M.Arch folder including the following documents: Teaching and
Learning Culture Policy by the ASAC. See Criterion 5 Resources evidence folder for M.Arch Studio Assessments, SOA
Workshops, Town Halls, Program Meetings, Curriculum Committee Meetings, and Masters Project Synthesis.

PC.8 Social Equity and Inclusion—How the program furthers and deepens students' understanding of diverse cultural and
social contexts and helps them translate that understanding into built environments that equitably support and include people
of different backgrounds, resources, and abilities.

B.Arch.:

Interpretation: The B.Arch program introduces students to diverse social and cultural contexts and theories, and
the concepts, practices, and values of diversity, equity, and social justice. Students learn to translate theories and
experiences into architecture that acknowledges diverse backgrounds, economic resources, and abilities.

Assessment points, assessment methods, & student achievement: Students in the B.Arch program initially grapple
with social and cultural contexts in the required core studios ARC 202 and ARC 302, and then deepen their
understanding in the course Forms of Critical Inquiry and Expression (ARC 435). In ARC 202, students learn to
identify socio-economic theories that stress different backgrounds, economic resources, and abilities, and focus on
experiences of homelessness and Housing First in Module 1 of a semester-long project, where 88% of the students
achieved a B or higher. In ARC 302, students evaluate diverse cultural backgrounds and social contexts as spatial
settings for stakeholders, the program, urban forces; formulate a social and design strategy to equitably support
and include people of different backgrounds, recourses, and abilities; and participate in ongoing debates about
housing needs, fostering a range of responses to the housing deficit, climate change and the energy crisis. Students
are assessed for these learning outcomes in Module B, C, D, and E. For Module C, 90.5% of students received a
grade ofan 80% (B) or higher. For Module D, 72.6% received a grade ofan 80% (B) or higher. For Module E, 75%
received a grade ofan 80% (B) or higher. In ARC 435, students demonstrate knowledge of the complex intersection
of factors that facilitate or inhibit 1) equitable access to well-designed, healthy environments, and 2) opportunities
for design education, professional advancement, and critical practice in architecture for a more just and equitable
built environment. Socio-spatial conditions of equity and inclusion are at the heart of every weekly topic and
assignment. Seventy- one out of 84 students, or 85.5% achieved a B or higher in the class.

Benchmarks & plans for improvement: The benchmark for PC.8 is 80% (B) or higher in the assessment methods
specific to courses ARC 202, ARC 302, and ARC 435. The program directly assessed PC.8 during the fall 2023 and
spring 2023 Stream Assessment, and during the spring 2023 Studio Assessment for ARC 302. Further, PC.8 was

discussed in Curriculum Committee Meetings and indirectly assessed at the end of spring 2024 through the Exit
Survey. Plans to improve student success include strengthening the connection between learning objectives,
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rubrics, and criterion and integrate corequisite course (ARC 222 Environmental Systems and ARC 202); strengthen
the relationship between program and user needs and develop further what the user needs are, as well as stage
discussion in studio for greater and deeper understanding (ARC 302); and work toward grading standardization
across faculty graders (ARC 435). The next assessment of PC.8 will be in AY24-25.

Evidence: Evidence of PC.8 is found in the NAAB Assessment Logic report that includes links to the PC.8 course
folders where the course syllabus, schedule, project assignments, and rubrics are located.

M.Arch.:

Interpretation: The M.Arch program introduces students to diverse social and cultural contexts and theories; and
the concepts, practices, and values of diversity, equity, and social justice. Students learn to translate theories and
experiences into architecture that acknowledges different backgrounds, economic resources, and abilities.

Assessment points, method of assessment, and student achievement: Students learn PC.8 Social Equity and
Inclusion in the M. Arch program in the course ARC 526 Pre-Design, ARC533 History + Theory Ill and studio
ARC510E. In ARC 526, students learn to analyze the ethical impacts of architectural decisions on diverse social and
cultural contexts. This criterion is assessed in quizzes and in the final essay. In the spring 2024 semester, students
achieved the benchmark or higher, with 4 students achieving an ‘A’ and 2 students achieving a ‘B’ on the final
essay. In ARC 533, students learn to connect built works of architecture and architectural theory to social, political,
economic contexts. Students engage this criterion in more depth in ARC 510E by Interpreting information obtained
through engagement with research and literature review, community engagement activities and discussions with
project stakeholders and design professionals to develop client goals and formulate corresponding building design
strategies. In ARC 533, these learning objectives are assessed through asynchronous discussions and are graded on
a scale of 0-1 for their thoughtfulness of ideas and responses to classmates’ posts. 80% of students achieved 1
point or more, 10% achieved 0.5 points and 10% achieved 0 points (no participation). In ARC510E, this is assessed
and graded by rubric in assignment 1, 2, and the final review. In the spring 2024 semester, 13/13 achieved a grade
of 85% or higher on assignment 1, 6/13 achieved 85% or higher on assignment 2, and 13/13 achieved 90% or
higher on the final review.

Benchmarks and plans for improvement: The benchmark of success for PC.8 is a grade of 80% (B) or higher for
relevant assignments in ARC 533 and ARC 510E. The M.Arch Program directly assessed PC.8 during the fall 2023
and spring 2024 Stream Assessment. Also, PC.8 was assessed through the Milestone outcomes and discussed
through AY23-24 in Curriculum Committee Meetings. Plans for improvement in ARC 510E include working with
students to develop metrics to inform the information needed, the evaluation of their work, and process and tools
needed for analysis. Additionally, the creation of a grading category for completing readings and writing thesis
statements that reference/build upon ideas presented in the readings, obtained through interviewing, and from
the precedent studies. The next assessment of PC.8 will be in AY24-25.

Evidence: Evidence of PC.8 is found in the NAAB Assessment Logic report that includes links to the PC.8 course
folders where the course syllabus, schedule, project assignments and rubrics are located.

3.2 Student Criteria (SC): Student Learning Objectives and Outcomes
A program must demonstrate how it addresses the following criteria through program curricula and other experiences, with an
emphasis on the articulation of learning objectives and assessment.

For SC.1-SC.4: The program must provide the following:

e A narrative description of how the program achieves and evaluates each criterion;

e  Evidence that each student learning outcome associated with these criteria is developed and assessed by the program on a
recurring basis; and

e  Asummary of the modifications the program has made to its curricula and/or individual courses based on findings from its
assessments since the previous review.

Supporting materials demonstrating how the program accomplishes its objectives related to each criterion, including course
syllabus, course schedule, and instructional materials, are due as digital exhibits at least 45 days prior to the visit.
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SC.1 Health, Safety and Welfare in the Built Environment—How the program ensures that students understand the
impact of the built environment on human health, safety, and welfare at multiple scales, from buildings to cities.

B.Arch.:

Interpretation: The B.Arch program teaches students that architecture is one of many professions contributing to
the built environment. Students learn the paths toward licensure and understand the various ways architects work
collaboratively on behalf of clients, communities, and the natural environment.

Assessment points, method of assessment, and student achievement: Students learn SC.1 Health, Safety, and
Welfare in the Built Environment in the Core Stage of the B.Arch program in the studios ARC 301 and ARC 401, and
in the courses ARC 436 and ARC 441. The studio ARC 301 emphasizes appropriate design responses to cultural,
social, and historical contexts, building codes, life-safety requirements, and Universal Design. Students
demonstrate introductory understanding of health, safety and welfare in two studio projects. In fall of 2023, 58 out
of 83, or 70% of the students in the course, received a grade of 80% or higher on Project 1, while 3% of the
students in the course received 0% or higher on Project 2. In ARC 401, students integrate aspects of human health,
safety, and welfare at multiple scales in the studio project. Students are assessed for SC.1 in assignment 2.1, 301,
5.1, and 6.1 where students achieved 65,5%, 71%, 66.3%, and73.5%, respectively, a B or higher. In ARC 436,
students demonstrate knowledge of contracts, project delivery methods, office practices, and legal and ethical
issues facing the profession. For SC.1, students learn the Architect’s role as a protector of life safety through the
history of building codes and life safety. Student knowledge is assessed by a midterm and final exam where 45/81
students achieved a grade of 80% or higher and 74/81 achieved a grade of 80% or higher. In ARC 441, student
develop skills in navigating, interpreting and applying land use codes. Students discuss the intent of these codes,
how to differentiate between local and international codes, and how the variables between location and use are
assessed together to ensure the safety and well-being of the public within cities. Student ability was assessed in
assignments 1 and 5, where 74% and 50% of the students received a B or higher.

Benchmarks & plans for improvement: Benchmarks & plans for improvement: The Benchmark for SC.1 is 80% (B) or
higher for the assessment methods used in ARC 301, ARC 401, ARC 436 and ARC 441. The program directly
assessed SC.1 during the fall 2023 and spring 2024 Stream Assessment. Indirect assessment of SC.1 occurred
through the Exit Survey in the spring of 2024 and SC.1 was discussed during Curriculum Committee Meetings in
AY23-24. Plans to improve, track, and benchmark student learning in ARC 441 will involve reorganizing quizzes to
measure student learning directly and succinctly. In ARC 436, the course will clearly link NAAB criterion and quiz
guestions to more closely track student learning. In ARC 301, the rubric will change to specifically reflect student
assessment of SC.1. The next assessment of SC.1 will be in AY25-26.

Evidence: Evidence of SC.1 is found in the NAAB Assessment Logic report that includes links to the SC.1 course
folders where the course syllabus, schedule, project assignments, and rubrics are located.

M.Arch.:

Interpretation: The M.Arch program introduces students to professional ethics, regulatory requirements, and
business practices in the USA. Students learn to relate these topics to grand challenges and the values of
interdisciplinarity, collaboration, professionalism, and community engagement.

Assessment points, method of assessment, and student achievement: Students learn SC.1 Health, Safety, and
Welfare in the Built Environment in the Core Stage of the B.Arch program in the courses ARC 521D Integrated
Technologies IV, ARC 526 Pre-Design, ARC 536 Ethics + Practice, and ARC 541 Contract Documents. In 521D
students learn about structural safety, for example critical load cases for vertical and horizontal forces acting on
the building and are assessed on the calculation of tributary loads of their studio project. Thirteen graduate
students were in this course spring 2024 and 100% achieved the target benchmark. In ARC526, students learn the
impact of the built environment on human health, safety, and welfare at multiple scales, from buildings to cities
which is assessed via quizzes and the final essay. In the spring 2024 semester, 6 students participated in this course
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and 100% achieved the target benchmark. ARC 541 students learn about and are asked to interpret land use codes
for a given project as they pertain to use and context-driven design requirements for ensuring human health,
safety and welfare in the built environment. This is assessed through technical drawings in assignments 1 and 5.
For assignment 1 in the spring 2024 semester, 9/12 achieved 85% or higher and for assignment 5, 6/12 achieved
90% or higher. In ARC536, students learn about ethics in professional practice, including the roles of NCARB, the
AIA and Local boards of Technical Registration and the role of an architect as a protector of life safety, including
history of building codes and licensure. Instruction is delivered via lectures throughout the semester and
knowledge is assessed via the midterm and final exams. In the spring 2024 semester, 6/9 students achieved a
grade of 80% or higher in the midterm with a class average of 78.21%, and 6/9 students achieved a grade of 80% or
higher with a class average of 89.37%.

Benchmarks and plans for improvement: The benchmark of success for SC.1 is 80% (B) or higher for relevant
assignments in ARC 521D, ARC 526, ARC 541, and ARC 536. In addition to Course Assessment, the M.Arch Program
directly assessed SC.1 during the fall 2023 and spring 2024 Stream Assessment and Milestone outcomes. SC.1 was
assessed indirectly through Curriculum Committee Meetings during AY23-24. In ARC 541, as assignment 5 is a
revision of assignment 1, the planned improvement is to eliminate assignment 5 and create a “revise/resubmit” for
assignment 01 due immediately after the redline exercise is completed. In ARC536, specific elements of the course
related to this criterion will be assessed separately to enable more granular tracking of success and earlier and
more effective reinforcement of content. The next assessment of SC.1 will be in AY25-26.

Evidence: Evidence of SC.1 is found in the NAAB Assessment Logic report that includes links to SC.1 course folders
where the course syllabus, schedule, project assignments and rubrics are located.

SC.2 Professional Practice—How the program ensures that students understand professional ethics, the regulatory
requirements, the fundamental business processes relevant to architecture practice in the United States, and the forces
influencing change in these subjects.

B.Arch.:
Interpretation: The B.Arch program teaches students professional ethics, regulatory requirements, and business
practices in the United States as well as the forces influencing changes to practice.

Assessment points, method of assessment, and student achievement: Students learn SC.2 Professional Practice in
the Core stage of the program in ARC 326 (Pre-Design), ARC 436 (Ethics and Practice) and ARC 441 (Contract
Documents). ARC 326 covers Pre-Design approaches and strategies, including site analysis principles relating to
physical, biological, cultural, and regulatory attributes of a site, as well as architectural programming
methodologies. For SC.1, through lectures and assignments, students learn the relationships among key
stakeholders and their roles in the design process but are assessed for SC.2 with a quiz. 84/85 students (95%) of all
students achieved an 80% (B or better) grade for the quiz. In ARC 436, students learn the ethics of professional
practice; the roles of an Architect in legal, financial, and day-to-day work with owners, contractors, consultants,
government agencies and other stakeholders; the importance of effective collaboration; and the Architect’s role in
life safety, building codes, and licensure. A series of specific lectures cover these topics. Student knowledge is
assessed through a midterm and final exam. In spring of 2024, 45/81 students received a grade of 80 or higher
while 74/81 received 80% or higher on the final exam. In ARC441, students learn the technical drawings and
supporting documentation needed to convey design intent to the various parties involved in realizing built work, as
well as the coordination efforts required to deliver a project on time. Additionally, students learn to identify
financial aspects involved in the design and construction and differentiate between the various roles and
responsibilities of the principal agent and third party for contractual obligations and liability. In ARC441, student
ability is assessed through low-stakes quizzes 1, 2, and 8 as well as a final exam. For the final exam 56% of these
students received a B or higher.

Benchmarks & plans for improvement: The Benchmark for SC.2 Professional Practice is 80% (B) or higher in each
assessment method in ARC 326, ARC 436 and ARC 441. Beyond Course Assessment, B.Arch Program directly
assessed SC.2 during the fall 2023 and spring 2023 Stream Assessment and indirectly through the Exit Survey in the
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spring of 2024 and Curriculum Committee Meetings held in AY23-24. Plans to improve, track, and benchmark
student learning in ARC 441 will involve reorganizing quizzes to measure student learning directly and succinctly. In
ARC 436, the course will clearly link NAAB criterion and quiz questions to more closely track student learning. The
next assessment of SC.2 will be in AY25-26.

Evidence: Evidence of SC.2 is found in the NAAB Assessment Logic report that includes links to the SC.2 course
folders where the course syllabus, schedule, project assignments, and rubrics are located.

M.Arch.:

Interpretation: The M.Arch program introduces students to professional ethics, regulatory requirements, and
business practices in the USA. Students learn to relate these topics to grand challenges and the values of
interdisciplinarity, collaboration, professionalism, and community engagement.

Assessment points, method of assessment, and student achievement: Students learn SC.2 Professional Practice in
three stages of the program in ARC 526 Pre-Design, ARC 541 Contract Documents, and ARC 536 Ethics + Practice.
ARC 526 teaches students about professional ethics, fundamentals of regulatory requirements and business
processes relevant to architectural practice in the United States and the social and environmental forces impacting
these subjects. In ARC 541, a range of material relating to SC.2 is covered, including how construction drawings and
specifications combine with contracts, agreements, and addenda to define the project scope and outcomes for
building construction, organizational and design communication strategies, financial aspects involved with design
and construction, project management, and the roles and responsibilities of the principal, agent, and third parties.
ARC526 assesses this knowledge in quizzes and the final essay. In the spring 2024 semester, 6 students
participated in this course and 100% achieved the target benchmark. In ARC 541, students are assessed in Quiz 8
and the final exam. In the spring 2024 semester, 10/12 students achieved 90% or higher on Quiz 8, and 6/12
achieved 85% or higher on the final exam. In ARC 536, the learning objectives are taught through lectures and
assessed in the midterm and final exams. In the spring 2024 semester, 6/9 students achieved a grade of 80% or
higher in the midterm with a class average of 78.21%, and 6/9 Students achieved a grade of 80% or higher with a
class average of 89.37%.

Benchmarks and plans for improvement: The benchmark of success for SC.2 is 80% (B) or higher for relevant
assignments in ARC 526, ARC 541, and ARC 536. The M.Arch Program also directly assessed SC.2 during the fall
2023 and spring 2024 Stream Assessment and Milestone review. Further, SC.2 was discussed during Curriculum
Committee Meetings in AY23-24. Plans to improve assessment of NAAB criteria in ARC 541 include the
introduction of two short exams and reviewing content in preparation for the final exam. In ARC 536, specific
elements of the course related to this criterion will be assessed separately to enable more granular tracking of
success and earlier and more effective reinforcement of content. The next assessment of SC.2 will be in AY25-26.

Evidence: Evidence of SC.2 is found in the NAAB Assessment Logic report that includes links to the SC.2 course
folders where the course syllabus, schedule, project assignments and rubrics are located.

SC.3 Regulatory Context—How the program ensures that students understand the fundamental principles of life safety, land
use, and current laws and regulations that apply to buildings and sites in the United States, and the evaluative process
architects use to comply with those laws and regulations as part of a project.

B.Arch.:

Interpretation: The B.Arch program teaches students the principles of life safety and the current laws, regulations,
and land use policies that shape building design as well as processes to evaluate and comply with laws and
regulations.

Assessment points, method of assessment, and student achievement: Students learn SC.3 Regulatory Context in the
Core stage of the B.Arch program in ARC 326 (Pre-design) and ARC 441 (Contract documents). ARC 326 is an
introductory course — the first of three Practice Stream courses — that asks students to demonstrate they
understand the determinants of the built and natural environments, including the relationship between social and
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physical factors (e.g. vegetation, topography, and human history), the impact of legal and regulatory requirements
(e.g. zoning and ADA), environmental conditions (e.g. flood plains), and Universal Design. Students are directly
assessed in project 1 and 2 in connection with ARC301 studio work that concerns site analysis and programming. In
project 1, 59 of 84 (70%) students achieved an 80% (B or better) grade and in project 2, 81 of 84 (96%) students
achieved an 80% (B or better) grade in ARC 326. In ARC441 students interpret building codes for life safety,
building assemblies, and accessibility criteria and apply industry-adopted techniques in organizing, producing, and
verifying technically accurate drawings that satisfy building code requirements for life-safety, building assemblies,
and accessibility criteria. Students are assessed across four distinct assignments (2, 3, 4, and 5), where students
achieved 89%, 89%, 73%, and 50% B-grade or higher.

Benchmarks & plans for improvement: The benchmark for SC.3 Regulatory Context is 80% (B) or higher in the
assessment methods of ARC 326 and ARC 441. The B.Arch Program directly assessed SC.3 during the fall 2023 and
spring 2023 Stream Assessment. Further, SC.3 was assessed indirectly through the spring 2024 Exit Survey and
discussed in Curriculum Committee Meetings during AY23-24. Plans to improve student learning in ARC 326
include creating more effectively sized groups to better assess how knowledge ins applied to studio projects in ARC
301, which is offered concurrently. Plans to improve student learning in ARC 441 focuses on allowing the
resubmission of work and separating the assessment of interpretation and application, when possible. The next
assessment of SC.3 will be in AY25-26.

Evidence: Evidence of SC.3 is found in the NAAB Assessment Logic report that includes links to the SC.3 course
folders where the course syllabus, schedule, project assignments, and rubrics are located.

M.Arch.:

Interpretation: The M.Arch program introduces students to the principles of life safety and the current laws,
regulations, land use policies that shape building design, evaluation processes, and compliance. Students learn
how these principles and processes relate to grand challenges and the values of equity and inclusion, leadership,
responsibility, stewardship, and professionalism.

Assessment points, method of assessment, and student achievement: Students learn SC.3 Regulatory Context in the
M. Arch program in ARC 526 Pre-Design and ARC 541 Contract Documents. In ARC 526 students learn the
fundamental principles of life safety, land use, and current laws and regulations that apply to buildings and sites in
the United States, and the evaluative process architects use to comply with those laws and regulations as part of a
project are introduced in class lectures and readings. This criterion is assessed in quizzes administered via D2L and
in the final essay. In the spring 2024 semester, 6/6 students achieved success above the related benchmark on
relevant quizzes and the final essay. In ARC 541, students learn through lectures how to interpret building codes
for a given project as they pertain to life safety, building assemblies, and accessibility criteria and to apply industry
adopted techniques in organizing, producing and verifying technically accurate drawings that demonstrate that
building code requirements for life safety, building assemblies, and accessibility criteria are met. This knowledge is
assessed in 4 assignments across the semester. In the spring 2024 semester, 8/12 achieved 85% or higher on
assignment 2; 8/12 achieved 85% or higher on assignment 3, 12/12 achieved 85% or higher on assignment 4, and
6/12 achieved 90% or higher on assignment 5.

Benchmarks and plans for improvement: The benchmark of success for SC.3 is 80% (B) or higher for relevant
assignments in ARC 526 and ARC 541. Outside of the Course Assessment, the M.Arch Program directly assessed
SC.3 during the fall 2023 and spring 2024 Stream Assessment and Milestone review. SC.3 was also indirectly
assessed during AY23-24 Curriculum Committee Meetings. In ARC 541, planned improvements include in-class
redlining of technical drawings, eliminating assignment 5; and creating a revise/resubmit requirement for
assignment 02, 03 and 04 due immediately after the redline exercise is completed. The next assessment of SC.3
will be in AY25-26.

Evidence: Evidence of SC.3 is found in the NAAB Assessment Logic report that includes links to the SC.3 course
folders where the course syllabus, schedule, project assignments and rubrics are located.
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SC.4 Technical Knowledge —How the program ensures that students understand the established and emerging systems,
technologies, and assemblies of building construction, and the methods and criteria architects use to assess those
technologies against the design, economics, and performance objectives of projects.

B.Arch.:
Interpretation: The B.Arch program teaches students established and emerging building systems, technologies, and
assemblies. Students learn the current methods architects use to evaluate and optimize building performance.

Assessment points, method of assessment, and student achievement: Students learn SC.4 Technical Knowledge in
the Core stage of the B.Arch program in a sequence of building technology courses including ARC 221, ARC 222,
ARC 321, ARC 322, and ARC 421. The B.Arch technology sequence in currently in transition from fully integrated
technology courses that cover materials, structures and environmental systems in a progressively complex manner
to discrete courses that address specific building technology topics in depth. As of AY23-24, ARC 221 Materials and
Assemblies and ARC 222 Environmental Systems, represent the new approach to the technology curriculum while
ARC 321, ARC 322, and ARC 421 retain aspects of the old curriculum.

In the fall in ARC 221, students learn about building materials and methods of assembly, including the logic, order
of operations, nominal and actual sizes of materials, and material selections, as well as material performance and
life cycles. Student learning is assessed through 4 Exams and 3 Exercises. In the first Exam, 31/89 achieved 80% or
higher, in the second Exam, 45/89 achieved 80% or higher, in the third Exam, 67/90 achieved a B-grade or higher,
and in the fourth Exam, 44/89 achieved a B-grade or higher. In Exercise 1, 79/89 achieved 80% or higher, in the
second Exercise, 83/89 achieved 80% or higher, and in the third exercise, 84/89 achieved 80% or higher. In ARC
321 (under the outgoing curriculum), students learn to determine function and categorize fundamental structural
elements and systems for force, resistance, and internal stress, diagram simple structural and foundation systems,
develop design solutions using various materials, integrate quantitative and qualitative aspects of human comfort,
distinguish between skin-load and internal-load dominated buildings, differentiate between passive, active, and
integrated building systems, and make appropriate environmental system selections and apply them to
architectural design. In ARC 321, student learning is assessed through quizzes, projects, reflections, and video
qguestions. The students achieved the following: 93% of students received a grade of 80% or higher on quizzes; 90%
of students received a grade of 80% or higher on projects; 91% of students received a grade of 80% or higher on
reflections and 96% of students received a grade of 80% or higher on video questions. In ARC 421 (under the
outgoing curriculum), students learn construction documentation and design communication for mechanical,
plumbing, electrical and other systems; to compare and optimize building systems design through pairing or
separating systems in medium and high-rise buildings, including climate responsive thermal systems, passive and
active mechanical systems, and ventilation systems; to identify precedents that demonstrate environmentally
adaptive systems in large-scale buildings; to build digital models to analyze system designs and performance; and
to draw and annotate building and wall-sections to communicate systems design. Student learning is assessed
though quizzes, workshops, and a final assighment. For achievement of 80% or greater benchmark the following
student achievement was reported: Quiz 1 — 15.2% of the students; Quiz 2 — 82.3% of the students; Quiz 3 — 81.0%
of the students, WUFI Workshop — 73.4%; Final Assignment — 86.1% and Window Workshop — 40.5%.

In the spring in ARC 222, students learn to make use of natural and ventilation and Passive Cooling Devices in
buildings, evaluate natural daylight conditions, and evaluate thermal comfort. Student learning is evaluated in
three projects wherein 78%, 90% and 99% of the students achieve a B-grade or higher. In ARC 322 (under the
outgoing curriculum), students learn about structures, environmental factors, and how to synthesize structure
with building envelopes and technical components of a building. Student learning is assessed through six
assignments. For the benchmark of 80% on the assignments that correspond to the criterion students achieved the
following: Assignment 1.1 82/85 (96.47%); Assignment 1.2 65/85 (76.46%); Assignment 1.3 70/85 (82.34%);
Assignment 2.1 79/85 (92.95%); and Assignment 3.1/3.2 62/85 (72.62%).
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Benchmarks & plans for improvement: The Benchmark for SC.4 is a ‘B’ grade or higher (80%+) for relevant
assignments in ARC 221, ARC 222, ARC 321, ARC 322 and ARC 421. The B.Arch Program directly assessed SC.4 in
ARC 221, ARC 321, and ARC 421 during the fall 2023 Stream Assessment and ARC222 and ARC322 during the spring
2023 Stream Assessment. SC.4 learning was also indirectly assessed through the spring 2024 Exit Survey and
discussed in AY23-24 Curriculum Committee Meetings. The need for a Technology Stream restructure came by way
of feedback provided by students during Town Halls and Stream Assessment and confirmed by students in the Exit
Survey. Plans to improve student learning and assessment vary by course as outlined in the Assessment Logic and
summarized below. The next assessment of SC.4 will be in AY24-25.

Evidence: Evidence of SC.4 is found in the NAAB Assessment Logic report that includes links to the SC.4 course
folders where the course syllabus, schedule, project assignments, and rubrics are located.

M.Arch.:

Interpretation: The M.Arch program cultivates in students an understanding that architecture is technology rather
than a collection of technological devices. Content is organized around three concentrations: structures, materials
& methods, and environmental systems. The program emphasizes concepts, principles, phenomena, integration,
and science-based design strategies and performance. Lectures, case studies, computational and design-based
exercises, and empirical, physical and digital simulation projects are our tools.

Assessment points, method of assessment, and student achievement: Students learn SC.4 Technical Knowledge in
the technology stream of the M. Arch program in ARC 521A Integrated Technologies I, ARC 521B Integrated
Technologies Il, ARC 521C Integrated Technologies Ill, and ARC 521D Integrated Technologies IV. In ARC 521A,
students learn about basic technical components of a representative architectural project (ex. structures,
envelope, mechanical systems, water, power) and the basic forces and terminology of statics, and how these
principles shape the use of building materials in structural applications. ARC 521B and ARC 521C focus on materials
to teach students to understand material performance and life cycles, principles and methods of assembly,
assembly logic, order of operations, nominal and actual materials sizes, and materials selection. In ARC 521D,
students learn to prepare shear and moment diagrams for three determinate beam types and perform physical
simulations of loading conditions to replicate support conditions and analyze deflection. ARC 521A measures these
learning outcomes through a written report and exam. In the fall 2023 semester, 83% of students achieved the
target benchmark of 80% or higher on the written report, and 100% of students achieved the exam target
benchmark of 80% or higher. ARC521B measures these learning outcomes through exams and projects. In the
spring 2024 course, 6/6 students achieved 80% or higher on Exam 1; 6/6 were 85% or higher on Exam 2, 6/6 were
90% or higher on Exam 3, and 6/6 were 90% or higher on Exam 4. In ARC 521C, learning outcomes were assessed
through projects. In the fall 2023 semester, 15/15 achieved grades A-C. In ARC 521D, the learning criteria were
assessed in Assignment 1. 100% (13 students) achieved success for this learning objective in the spring 2024
semester.

Benchmarks and plans for improvement: The benchmark of success for SC.4 is 80% (B) or higher for relevant
assignments in ARC 521A, ARC 521B, ARC 521C, and ARC 521D. The M.Arch Program directly assessed SC.4 during
the fall 2023 and spring 2024 Stream Assessment and in the spring 2024 Milestone. Indirectly, SC.4 was reviewed
by the Curriculum Committee. Plans to improve student achievement in ARC5 21A include allocating more time
towards subjects in which students underperform, as well as conducting physical simulations to reinforce
understanding. Plans to improve student achievement in ARC 521B and ARC 521C include allocating more time
towards certain projects and clarifying goals for them. A more complete list of plans for improvement can be found
in the Assessment Logic report. Just as with the B.Arch, the need to revise the Technology Stream were confirmed
through the Stream Assessment and Town Halls in AY22-23. Further, plans for improvement were identified during
direct Milestone assessment. The next assessment of SC.4 will be in AY24-25.

Evidence: Evidence of SC.4 is found in the NAAB Assessment Logic report that includes links to the SC.4 course
folders where the course syllabus, schedule, project assignments and rubrics are located.
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For SC.5 and SC.6: Programs may design their curricula to satisfy these criteria via a single course or a combination of courses.

The program must provide the following:

e Anarrative description of how the program achieves and evaluates each criterion;

e Evidence that each student learning outcome associated with these criteria is developed and assessed by the program on a
recurring basis; and

e  Asummary of the modifications the program has made to its curricula and/or individual courses based on findings from its
assessments since the previous review.

Supporting materials demonstrating how the program accomplishes its objectives related to each criterion, including course
syllabus, course schedule, and instructional materials, are due as digital exhibits at least 45 days prior to the visit. Student work
samples (see 2020 Conditions) are due at the time of the site visit.

SC.5 Design Synthesis—How the program ensures that students develop the ability to make design decisions within
architectural projects while demonstrating synthesis of user requirements, regulatory requirements, site conditions, and
accessible design, and consideration of the measurable environmental impacts of their design decisions.

B.Arch.:

Interpretation: The B.Arch program introduces students to user requirements, regulatory requirements, existing
conditions, and accessible design. Students develop the ability to synthesize user and community needs with safety
requirements, accessibility, and context and to measure the environmental impacts of design decisions.

Assessment points, method of assessment, and student achievement: Students learn SC.5 Design Synthesis criteria
during the Core stage of the program in ARC 301, ARC 302, and ARC 401. In ARC 301, students learn to synthesize
multiple requirements into a resolved design, including responses to site conditions, cultural, social, and historical
contexts, building codes, life-safety requirements, and Universal Design. Learning is assessed directly through two
project assignments and overall analytical grading rubrics. Fifty-eight out of 83, or 70% of the students in the
course, received 80% or higher on Project 1, while 3% of the students in the course received 0% or higher on
Project 2. In ARC 302, students demonstrate the ability to synthesize user requirements, community needs, site
conditions, and accessible design and learn to measure and predict environmental impacts in design decisions in
Modules C, D, and E. For Module C, 90.5% of students received 80% (B) or higher. For Module D, 72.6% received
80% (B) or higher. For Module E, 75% received 80% (B) or higher. See below for plans to improve student learning.
In ARC 401, students learn to synthesize client goals, building goals, and supporting conceptual and technical
strategies; respond to regulatory requirements and contexts; refine life safety systems; and track measurable
building performance in several of the course modules. Students are assessed for ability in nearly all of the course
modules: 64/84 or 75.9% of the students in the course received B or higher on Assignment 1.1 while 85/85 or
100% of the students in the course received a B-grade or higher on Assignment 1.2; 55/85 or 65.1% of the students
in the course received a B or higher on Assignment 2.1 while 61/85 or 71.1% of the students in the course received
B or higher on Assignment 3.1; 60/85 or 70.7% of the students in the course received B or higher on Assignment
4.1 while 56/85 or 66.3% of the students in the course received a B-grade or higher on Assignment 5.1; and 63/85
or 73.5% of the students in the course received a B-grade or higher on Assignment 6.1.

Benchmarks & plans for improvement: The benchmark of success for SC.5 is a ‘B’ grade or higher (80%+) for
relevant assignments in ARC 301, ARC 302, and ARC 401. The B.Arch Program directly assessed SC.5 during the fall
2023 and spring 2023 Stream Assessment. SC.5 was also directly assessed through Studio Assessment via Bento
Boxes to review studio work in spring 2024. An Exit Survey provided indirect assessment at the end of spring 2024
and the Curriculum Committee discussed SC.5 during AY23-24. The plan to improve student learning in ARC 301, as
determined during the fall 2023 Stream Assessment, focuses on the analytic rubrics used in the course to address
learning outcomes specific to SC.5. and to include formalizing how research regarding user requirements,
community needs, site conditions, and accessible design are integrated into design processes and strengthening
the relationship between climatic analysis and design through iteration. Plans to improve student learning in
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ARC401, as discussed in the fall 2023 Stream Assessment, involve incremental innovative improvements. The next
assessment of SC.5 will be in AY24-25.

Evidence: Evidence of SC.5 is found in the NAAB Assessment Logic report that includes links to the SC.5 course
folders where the course syllabus, schedule, project assignments and rubrics are located, in addition to student
work.

M.Arch.:

Interpretation: The M.Arch program espouses a performance driven design methodology in upper-level design
studios where we aspire design to be comprehensive, user-centric, place specific and considerate of codes and
regulations. Performance criteria are established during pre-design and “Designs” are considered hypotheses to
be evaluated and iteratively optimized through research, dialectic negotiation, simulations, and/or conceptual
analysis. Performance diagrams are utilized to illustrate synthetic architectural performance.

Assessment points, method of assessment, and student achievement: Students learn SC.5 Design Synthesis in the
M. Arch program in studio ARC 510E and ARC 909 Master’s Project. 510E Comprehensive Studio Il challenges
students to build upon previously learned techniques and consider the regulatory, environmental, functional,
contextual, social, cultural and experiential forces which impact design. In 510E, students analyze site, climate and
use findings to inform reasoned design solutions optimizing building performance to meet sustainable best
practices through the selection of and incorporation of passive and active building systems. In addition, students
learn to analyze programming needs to inform spatial configurations, clarify the architectural ordering, strengthen
functional adjacencies, promote occupant wellbeing and comfort using data collected from the analysis of existing
facilities and their diverse range of building systems, and client interviews. This criterion is assessed in reviews and
graded by rubric. For the spring 2024 semester, 4/13 students achieved a grade of 85% or higher for Review 1,
6/13 achieved a grade of 85% or higher for Review 2, and 10/13 achieved a grade of 90% or higher for Review 3. In
ARC 909 Master’s Project, students learn to define, develop, and employ architectural performance criteria and
demonstrate the ability to synthesize the human experience, conditions of place and the consideration of codes
and regulations in architectural design. This is assessed for design synthesis utilizing a 5-point Likert Scale. 9
students were enrolled in this course in spring 2024 with 4 students achieving a Level 4 and 5 students achieving a
Level 5.

Benchmarks and plans for improvement: The benchmark of success for SC.5 is 80% (B) or higher for relevant
assignments in ARC 510E and ARC 909. The M.Arch Program directly assessed SC.5 during the fall 2023 and spring
2024 Stream Assessment and Studio Assessment. Further, SC.5 was assessed directly through the Milestone
process and indirectly during Curriculum Committee Meetings. To improve student results in ARC 510E, plans for
improvement are to help students develop metrics to inform the information needed, introduce an energy analysis
software workshop and a lecture on passive strategies. Plans to improve student achievement in ARC909 aim to
provide more time in the conceptual and research phases of projects to allow for greater understanding of
social/cultural/environmental aspects or iterative development. The next assessment of SC.5 will be in AY24-25.

Evidence: Evidence of SC.5 is found in the NAAB Assessment Logic report that includes links to the SC.5 course
folders where the course syllabus, schedule, project assignments and rubrics are located, in addition to student
work.

SC.6 Building Integration—How the program ensures that students develop the ability to make design decisions within
architectural projects while demonstrating integration of building envelope systems and assemblies, structural systems,
environmental control systems, life safety systems, and the measurable outcomes of building performance.

B.Arch
Interpretation: The B.Arch program teaches students that the built environment contains complex technological
systems and user requirements that require integration. Students learn to integrate building envelope systems and
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assemblies, structural systems, environmental control systems, life safety systems, and user requirements with
high performance building standards.

Assessment points, method of assessment, and student achievement: Students practice and learn Building
Integration criteria during the Core stage of the program in the studios ARC 302 and ARC 401. In ARC 302, students
learn to integrate structural systems, egress, and building envelopes in Modules D, E, and F. In Module D, which
assessed the integration of building envelope and structural systems, 72.6% of the students received 80% (B) or
higher. For Module E and F, which assessed building performance in addition to building systems, 75% received
80% (B) or higher and 83.3% received 80% (B) or higher, respectively. In ARC401, students fully integrate building
envelopes, structural systems, environmental control systems, life safety systems, and building performance in
four of the course modules. All components of the course assess student ability: 64/84 or 75.9% of the students in
the course received a B or higher on Assignment 1.1 while 85/85 or 100% of the students in the course received a
B or higher on Assignment 1.2. 55/85 or 65.1% of the students in the course received a B or higher on Assignment
2.1 while 61/85 or 71.1% of the students in the course received a B or higher on Assignment 3.1. 60/85 or 70.7% of
the students in the course received a B or higher on Assignment 4.1 while 56/85 or 66.3% of the students in the
course received a B or higher on Assignment 5.1. 63/85 or 73.5% of the students in the course received a B or
higher on Assignment 6.1

Benchmarks & plans for improvement: The benchmark of success for SC.6 is a ‘B’ grade or higher (80%+) for
relevant assignments in ARC 302 and ARC 401. The B.Arch Program directly assessed SC.6 during the fall 2023 and
spring 2023 Stream Assessment and Studio Assessment using Bento Boxes to review studio work in spring 2024. An
Exit Survey was conducted in the spring of 2024 to gather student feedback on SC.6 learning and the Curriculum
Committee discussed SC.6 during AY23-24. Plans to improve student learning in ARC 302 were discussed in the
spring 2023 Stream Assessment and include strengthening the relationship between performance analysis and
design iterations, increasing the amount of time for student reflection, and further developing the assessment
methods with the teaching team. Plans to improve student learning in ARC 401 were discussed in the fall 2024
Stream Assessment and involve incremental innovative improvements to the course. The next assessment of SC.6
will be in AY24-25.

Evidence: Evidence of SC.6 is found in the NAAB Assessment Logic report that includes links to the SC.6 course
folders where the course syllabus, schedule, project assignments and rubrics are located, in addition to student
work.

M.Arch

Interpretation: The M.Arch program espouses a performance driven design methodology in upper-level design
studios where we aspire design to be comprehensive and include the integration of Structures, Environmental
Systems, Construction and Envelope Assemblies, and Life-safety Systems. Students are required, at a minimum, to
develop viable schematic designs for these distinct independent systems and subsequently their integration.
Specific drawings, diagrams and layered models are utilized to illustrate and evaluate these distinct independent
systems and their subsequent integration.

Assessment points, method of assessment, and student achievement: Students learn SC.6 Building Integration in
the M. Arch program in the studio ARC 510E Comprehensive Studio Il and ARC 909 Master’s Project. ARC 510E
challenges students to design a complex architectural project that demonstrates a broad integration and
consideration of environmental stewardship, technical documentation, accessibility, site conditions, life safety,
environmental systems, structural systems, and building envelope systems and assemblies. This is assessed in both
the 3rd and final reviews. For the spring 2024 semester, 10/13 students achieved a score above 90%, and for the
final review all students (13/13) achieved 90% or higher. In ARC 909 Master’s Project students learn and are
assessed on their ability to define, develop and employ architectural performance criteria, demonstrate
conceptual design and design development skills, as well as the ability to integrate multiple building systems in
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architectural design. This criterion is assessed utilizing a 5-point Likert Scale. Nine students were enrolled in this
course in spring 2024 with four students achieving a Level 4 and five students achieving a Level 5.

Benchmarks and plans for improvement: The benchmark of success for SC.6 is 80% (B) or higher for relevant
assignments in ARC 510E and ARC 909. The M.Arch Program directly assessed SC.6 during the fall 2023 and spring
2024 Stream Assessment and Studio Assessment. Also, the outcomes of SC.6 were assessed during the Milestone
review for ARC 510E. The Curriculum Committee discussed SC.6 during AY23-24. To improve student results in
ARC 909, plans for improvement aim to provide more time in the conceptual and research phases of projects to
allow for greater understanding of social/cultural/environmental aspects or iterative development with the goal to
have all students engage in more iterative development of general designs, and integration of building systems.
The next assessment of SC.6 will be in AY24-25.

Evidence: Evidence of SC.6 is found in the NAAB Assessment Logic report that includes links to the SC.6 course
folders where the course syllabus, schedule, project assignments and rubrics are located, in addition to student
work.

4—Curricular Framework
This condition addresses the institution’s regional accreditation and the program’s degree nomenclature, credit-hour and
curricular requirements, and the process used to evaluate student preparatory work.

4.1 Institutional Accreditation
The APR must include a copy of the most recent letter from the regional accrediting commission/agency regarding the
institution’s term of accreditation.

Program Response:
See Appendix 3 for the most recent U of A letter of accreditation from WASC Senior College and University
Commission (WSCUC).

4.2 Professional Degrees and Curriculum

The NAAB accredits professional degree programs with the following titles: the Bachelor of Architecture (B.Arch.), the Master of
Architecture (M.Arch.), and the Doctor of Architecture (D.Arch.). The curricular requirements for awarding these degrees must
include professional studies, general studies, and optional studies.

4.2.1 Professional Studies. Courses with architectural content required of all students in the NAAB-accredited program are
the core of a professional degree program that leads to licensure. Knowledge from these courses is used to satisfy Condition
3—Program and Student Criteria. The degree program has the flexibility to add additional professional studies courses to
address its mission or institutional context. In its documentation, the program must clearly indicate which professional courses
are required for all students.

B.Arch.:

The B.Arch degree program at U of A has 166 semester credit hours. Of the 166 semester credits, 108 credits are
Professional Studies in which NAAB contingent criteria are assigned and 12 credit are elective professional courses
that do not have NAAB learning outcomes tied to the offering and relate to the last stage of the B.Arch program
called Research and Innovation (R&I). The B.Arch program professional courses are delivered over five years or 10
semesters. The curriculum consists of three stages: Foundation, Core (the majority of which satisfy the NAAB
Conditions), and Research and Innovation (R&I). The curriculum is managed and assessed by five knowledge
streams — studio, building technology, history theory, desigh communications and practice that move across the
five years.

See Appendix 4 for Course List table that includes the professional, general and optional studies for the B.Arch
program.

See Section 4.2.4 for detailed information on the B.Arch program and curriculum.
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M.Arch.:

The Master of Architecture (M.Arch) Degree Program consists of 62 semester credit hours of graduate coursework
for the two-year program and 101 credit hours of graduate coursework for the three-year program. 92 semester
credits are professional studies. The curriculum is managed and assessed by five knowledge streams — studio,
building technology, history theory, design communications and practice that move across the two or three years.

See Appendix 4 for Course List table that includes the professional, general and optional studies for the M.Arch
program.

See Section 4.2.5 for detailed information on the M.Arch program and curriculum.

4.2.2 General Studies. An important component of architecture education, general studies provide basic knowledge and
methodologies of the humanities, fine arts, mathematics, natural sciences, and social sciences. Programs must document how
students earning an accredited degree achieve a broad, interdisciplinary understanding of human knowledge.

In most cases, the general studies requirement can be satisfied by the general education program of an institution’s
baccalaureate degree. Graduate programs must describe and document the criteria and process used to evaluate applicants’
prior academic experience relative to this requirement. Programs accepting transfers from other institutions must document
the criteria and process used to ensure that the general education requirement was covered at another institution.

B.Arch.:

The U of A General Education (GenEd) curriculum focuses on three tenants: perspective-taking, interdisciplinary
thinking and reflection. The GenEd program is 37 units in total distributed across five course categories. Apart from
UNIV 101 and UNIV 301, course categories can be taken in any order.

e UNIV 101 (1 unit): Introduction to the General Education Experience helps students understand, reflect
on, and be able to articulate the purpose and value of their GE courses. Students who are classified as
first-year students at the point of admission will be required to take UNIV 101; all other new U of A
students (including transfer and readmitted students) will have the option of taking UNIV 101.

e  Foundations (9 units): Foundations include Math, Writing, and Second Languages. These courses engage
students in critical thinking and prepare them for future college work. The number of units of this
category is variable depending on method of meeting writing & second language requirements.

e Exploring Perspectives (12 units): In this category, students explore and practice the approaches and ways
of reasoning of the Artist, Humanist, Natural Scientist, and Social Scientist.

e Building Connections (9 units): This GenEd offering allows students to explore the unique contributions of
knowledge, skills, methodologies, values and perspectives from varied disciplines, social positions, and
perspectives.

e UNIV 301 (1 unit): General Education Portfolio helps students reflect upon and find meaning around their
GE experience through the refinement of their ePortfolio. Students who are classified as first-year
students, at the point of admission, will be required to take UNIV 301; all other new U of A students
(including transfer and readmitted students) will have the option of taking UNIV 301.

The combination of Exploring Perspectives and Building Connections classes that students create is up to them,
based on their desired career. The goal is for students to strategically take standardized education requirements to
foster roundedness in human and educational development. All Exploring Perspectives and Building Connections
courses carry 1-2 Attributes. Attributes do not carry additional units; instead, Attributes indicate the skills,
methodologies, and/or contexts that frame the course content. The Attributes include the following:

e Diversity and Equity: Classes with the Diversity & Equity Attribute focus on issues such as racism, classism,
sexism, ableism, imperialism, colonialism, transphobia, xenophobia, and other structured inequities.
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e (Quantitative Reasoning: While students are exposed to mathematical skills in their Foundations math
courses, GE courses that carry a Quantitative Reasoning attribute aim to apply those mathematical skills
to questions, ideas, challenges, and/or problems that are relevant to students, society, and/or the world.

e  World Cultures and Societies: Courses with the World Cultures & Societies Attribute will focus on a broad
array of questions that shape our global community, both past and present. Courses with a WCS Attribute
will introduce students to the values, practices, and/or cultural products of at least one non-U.S. culture
and/or society (whether historically or today).

e Writing: Writing Attribute GE courses, students are expected to engage ways of doing and knowing as
artists, humanists, social scientists, scientists, interdisciplinary thinkers, community contributors, or
disciplinary problem solvers and innovative designers. Writing is a means for learning in Writing Attribute
courses, and as such, writing activities in these courses promote principles of writing development.

Programs accepting transfers from other institutions must document the criteria and process used to ensure that the general
education requirement was covered at another institution.

The U of A general admissions office manages the process for ensuring that general education requirements were
covered by another institution including Foundation GenEd category listed above of 9 credit units including English
101, English 102 and Math 108 and second language requirements. The other GenEd requirements outlined above
are specific to the U of A and must be taken at the institution.

See Appendix 4 for Course List table that includes the professional, general and optional studies for the B.Arch
program.

Graduate programs must describe and document the criteria and process used to evaluate applicants’ prior academic
experience relative to this requirement.

M.Arch.:
The U of A Graduate College manages the process for ensuring that general education requirements associated
with graduate students' baccalaureate degrees meet the requirements for the M.Arch program.

4.2.3 Optional Studies. All professional degree programs must provide sufficient flexibility in the curriculum to allow
students to develop additional expertise, either by taking additional courses offered in other academic units or departments, or
by taking courses offered within the department offering the accredited program but outside the required professional studies
curriculum. These courses may be configured in a variety of curricular structures, including elective offerings, concentrations,
certificate programs, and minors.

B.Arch.:

The B.Arch program requires 9 credits of optional studies for graduation to be taken within or outside of the
school. Students may configure these courses in any manner they choose. The SoA offers the following minor
opportunities for B.Arch students in programs within CAPLA:

e Minor in Architectural History and Theory
e Minor in Landscape Architecture

e  Minor in Real Estate Development

e Minor in Sustainable Built Environments

See Appendix 4 for Course List table that includes the professional, general and optional studies for the B.Arch
program.

M.Arch.:
The M.Arch program offers 9 credits of electives for optional studies within or outside of the school.
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The SoA offers a dual degree pathway for students interested in earning the M.Arch and MS.Arch upon graduation.
15 credit units may be shared between the dual degrees per the U of A Graduate College policies. The MS.Arch
program is 30 semester units and therefore M.Arch students may complete the MS.Arch with an additional
semester of education.

The SoA offers the following graduate certificates for M.Arch students in the programs within CAPLA:

e  Graduate Certificate in Heritage Conservation
e  Graduate Certificate in Real Estate Development

See Appendix 4 for Course List table that includes the professional, general and optional studies for the M.Arch
program.

NAAB-accredited professional degree programs have the exclusive right to use the B.Arch., M.Arch., and/or D.Arch. titles, which
are recognized by the public as accredited degrees and therefore may not be used by non-accredited programs.

Programs must list all degree programs, if any, offered in the same administrative unit as the accredited architecture degree
program, especially pre-professional degrees in architecture and post-professional degrees.

Program Response:
The SoA offers the following degree programs:

e Bachelor of Architecture (B.Arch) — 5 year (166 credits)
e Master of Architecture (M.Arch) — 2 year (62 credits) or 3 year (101 credits)
e Master of Science in Architecture (MS.Arch) — nonaccredited research degree 18 months (30 credits)

The SoA curricular management for all the programs is set up around five knowledge streams that serve all three
programs in the school. The five streams include 1) studio, 2) history theory, 3) building technology, 4) design
communications, and 5) practice. The five streams’ courses, learning objectives and assessment are maintained by
the faculty teaching in that knowledge stream, an elected stream coordinators from the stream faculty and the
respective program chair. Together the stream coordinators and the program chairs with nominated students
constitute the Curriculum Committee of the school that has faculty oversight for the curriculum in all three
programs.

See Section 5.3 Curricular Development for more information about curricular planning and assessment.

SoA faculty teach across the three programs in the school. The B.Arch degree program has more practicing
architects that teach in the Core professional courses, while the M.Arch has more faculty that have advanced
degrees. The MS.Arch teaching faculty are research active faculty that advise students and co-publish. A couple of
faculty in the School of Landscape Architecture and Planning teach in the SoA programs, but rarely teach required
professional courses that are NAAB PC and SC contingent.

The number of credit hours for each degree is outlined below. All accredited programs must conform to minimum credit-hour
requirements established by the institution’s regional accreditor. Programs must provide accredited degree titles, including
separate tracks.

4.2.4 Bachelor of Architecture. The B.Arch. degree consists of a minimum of 150 semester credit hours, or the quarter-hour
equivalent, in academic coursework in general studies, professional studies, and optional studies, all of which are delivered or
accounted for (either by transfer or articulation) by the institution that will grant the degree. Programs must document the
required professional studies courses (course numbers, titles, and credits), the elective professional studies courses (course
numbers, titles, and credits), the required number of credits for general studies and for optional studies, and the total number
of credits for the degree.

Program Response:
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The B.Arch degree program at U of A has 166 semester credit hours. Of the 166 semester credits, 108 credits are
Professional Studies in which NAAB contingent criteria are assigned and 12 credit are elective professional courses
that do not have NAAB learning outcomes tied to the offering and relate to the last stage of the B.Arch program
called Research and Innovation (R&I). Further, 37 credits of the total 166 credits are General Studies and the
remaining 9 credits are Optional Studies. The B.Arch program professional courses are delivered over five years or
10 semesters. The curriculum consists of three stages: Foundation, Core (the majority of which satisfy the NAAB
Conditions), and Research and Innovation (R&I). The curriculum is managed and assessed by five knowledge
streams — studio, building technology, history theory, design communications and practice that move across the
five years. The B.Arch is a professional STEM degree.

The B.Arch program statement is as follows:

The five-year Bachelor of Architecture prepares you for professional registration and practice in the field of
architecture and design. The B.Arch program teaches students to design for the grand challenges of our
time. We combine design with the climate and landscape of the Sonoran Desert as well as cutting-edge
material and environmental research.

The B.Arch program consists of three stages: Foundation (semester 1-2), Core (semester 3-7) and Research and
Innovation (R&I) (semester 8-10). In the Foundation stage, the 1%t year is devoted to basic design and
representational skills (both handcraft and digital) through two studio courses, ARC 101 and ARC 102, an
introduction to history theory and practice stream in ARC 131, a seminar course, and an introduction to the
technology stream through a course, ARC 121, focused on physical principles of building (materials, structure,
environment). Design communications stream content in the Foundation stage is integrated into studio.

Between the Foundation and the Core stages there is a milestone in which the academic performance of courses
taken by the student in the Foundation year are evaluated to matriculate the top 90 students into 2" year of the
B.Arch. This is necessary because the SoA lacks faculty and space resources to accommodate additional students
past first year. The milestone evaluation is based on a weighted scale of the student’s performance in the
components including portfolio from the foundation studio courses, foundation lecture courses, and the
cumulative freshman GPA. See Bachelor of Architecture Curriculum and Courses webpage under the Milestone
drop-down menu.

The second stage of the B.Arch program is the Core. Over 2.5 years, students develop individual skills and
knowledge in the stream knowledge areas of studio, history theory, building technology, design communications
and practice. It is here where most of the PCs and SCs are assigned and assessed on a recurring basis. Studio,
history theory, technology, design communications and practice courses build upon one another in knowledge and
details as the semesters progress. The lecture courses are integrated into the studio with each semester having a
knowledge theme that relates to the program’s mission to address grand challenges and respond to the unique
location of the Sonoran region (Table 2).

The last stage of the B.Arch program is Research and Innovation. In the R&lI stage, over 1.5 years, students develop
a research trajectory that addresses grand social and environmental challenges through architectural
investigations. The students indicate their preferences for one of five research tracks led by self-selected groups of
faculty focused on questions in the built environment. For example, in AY23-24, the following track themes were
offered: Critical Practice Lab, (Meta)Physics of Light, Tectonic Inquiry, Urban Agency, and Policy Design.

See Criterion 4 — Curricular Framework evidence folder for R&l Course Offerings for AY23-24 in the R&l, the last
stage of the B.Arch program.

Table 2. B.Arch semester studio and technology stream themes that integrate.
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B.Arch Semester

Studio Stream

Technology Stream

2" Year Fall

Existing Conditions (adaptive
reuse)

Materials and Assemblies

2"d Year Spring

Place and Poetics

Environmental Systems

3 Year Fall Land Ethics and Geographics Structure
3" Year Spring Housing and Social Equity Human Factors and Wellness
4t Year Fall Design Integration and Synthesis | Building Performance

4t Year Spring R&I

Design Research & Innovation /
Leadership and Collaboration

5t Year Fall R&l

Design Research & Innovation /
Leadership and Collaboration

5th Year Spring R&l

Design Research & Innovation /

Leadership and Collaboration

In the R&I stage, advanced studio options (ARC 410f) offered to students in the spring of 4t year and the fall of 5t
year, electives and the capstone sequence are all aligned and authored by the group of faculty in the respective
R&lI tracks. Capstone is the culminating series consisting of ARC 497 Project Inquiry as a capstone preparatory
course in the penultimate semester and then ARC 498 Capstone Design Studio in the final semester. In the R&l,
students not only develop research and innovation abilities, but also develop collaboration and leadership skills,
and ultimately demonstrate their individual agency and vision for a year-long capstone project. The R&I advanced
studios are assigned PC.5 Leadership and Collaboration and PC.6 Research and Innovation.

In the B.Arch, each stream has an different course load based on the oversight of the Curriculum Committee. The
breakdown is shown below in Table 3.

Table 3. Distribution of credits and courses by stream in the B.Arch.
Curricular Stream Credits in the Stream Courses in the Stream

56 Credits (53%)
Building Technology 17 Credits (16%)
History Theory 14 Credits (14%)
Design Communications | 9 Credits (8.5%)
Practice 9 Credits (8.5%)

10 unique courses
6 unique courses
4 unique courses
3 unique courses
3 unique courses

Design Studio

See Figure 8 below for the B.Arch curriculum map that illustrates the knowledge streams and three stages:
Foundation, Core, and R&lI. See B.Arch Curriculum and Courses on the CAPLA website for additional information.

See Appendix 1 for the B.Arch NAAB PC / SC matrix to see the relationship between PCs and SCs and courses in the
B.Arch curriculum.

See Appendix 4 for a Course List table that includes the professional, general and optional studies for the B.Arch
program.
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Figure 8. B.Arch curriculum map that illustrates the 5 knowledge streams and 3 stages of the program.
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4.2.5 Master of Architecture. The M.Arch. degree consists of a minimum of 168 semester credit hours, or the quarter-hour
equivalent, of combined undergraduate coursework and a minimum of 30 semester credits of graduate coursework. Programs
must document the required professional studies classes (course numbers, titles, and credits), the elective professional studies
classes (course numbers, titles, and credits), the required number of credits for general studies and for optional studies, and the
total number of credits for both the undergraduate and graduate degrees.

Program Response:

The Master of Architecture (M.Arch) Degree Program consists of 62 semester credit hours of graduate coursework
for the two-year program and 101 credit hours of graduate coursework for the three-year program. The M.Arch
program statement is as follows:

The two- or three-year Master of Architecture prepares you for professional registration and practice in
the field of architecture and design. We emphasize architecture’s role in social and environmental justice,
performance-based design, collaboration and research, innovation and risk taking. We see architecture as
the intertwining of sensible, technical, historical, intellectual and aesthetic activities — a research-based
creative practice.

The Master of Architecture (M.Arch) Degree Program is a professional STEM degree. The program has two tracks, a
two-year program (Advanced Standing) for those with an undergraduate education in an unaccredited studio-
based program and a three-year program (Standard Pathway), including an immersive summer session, for
students with an undergraduate degree outside of the design field. The M.Arch program is a carefully orchestrated
series of studios and synthesized support courses that foster mastery of fundamentals and advanced processes
with experimentation required for critical practice.

The M.Arch program has knowledge streams that move across the semesters as follows: studio, history theory,
building technology, design communications and practice. The M.Arch program has a Milestone process whereby
students submit a portfolio of learning in the knowledge streams at the end of the penultimate year for review by
the stream coordinators. This forms feedback that is used to advise the student on their focus areas for electives
and areas for improvement in the final year of the program. The final year of the program also has the masters
project prep course in the fall and the masters project design course in the spring. This is a project that brings
together the hallmarks of the M.Arch program synthetically — critical practice, performance, collaboration, and
research + risk. Critical practice emphasizes social and environmental impact in solving grand challenges.
Performance entails defining realms of performance categories, establishing performance criteria as a hypothesis
for design, and then evaluating the success or improvement of such. Collaboration is both theoretical and practical
subscribing to the notion that collaboration has a compounding effect on innovation. Finally, Research + Risk is to
engage in archival and empirical or immersive research based design.

The sequence of semesters in the M.Arch are themed as outlined in Table 4.

Table 4. M.Arch semester themes in the studio stream.

M.Arch Semester Studio Stream
Summer Semester Hand and Mind
1t Year Fall Poetics
1t Year Spring Ethics & Housing
2"d Year Fall Urban
2"d Year Spring Community
MILESTONE
3 Year Fall Civic
3'd Year Spring Synthesis

The M.Arch program co-convenes with the B.Arch program for the History Theory and one Practice Stream course
under 500 level listings corollary to the B.Arch courses (ie. ARC 436/536 Ethics and Practice). The Studio, Building
Technology and Design Communications Streams meet separately in discrete courses. In the M.Arch, each stream
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has an different course load based on the oversight of the Curriculum Committee. The two-year and three-year

M.Arch program have the following breakdown of stream content areas as shown in Table 5.

Table 5. Two-Year and Three-Year M.Arch stream credits and courses.

Curricular Stream
(Two-Year)

Credits in the Stream

Courses in the Stream

Design Studio

24 Credits (48%)

4 unique courses

Building Technology

9 Credits (18%)

3 unique courses

History Theory

7 Credits (14%)

2 unique courses

Design Communications

3 Credits (6%)

1 unique courses

Practice

7 Credits (14%)

2 unigque courses

Curricular Stream
(Three-Year)

Credits in the Stream

Courses in the Stream

Design Studio

34 Credits (41%)

7 unique courses

Building Technology

15 Credits (18%)

5 unique courses

History Theory

15 Credits (18%)

4 unique courses

Design Communications

9 Credits (11%)

3 unique courses

Practice

10 Credits (12%)

3 unique courses

See Figure 9 and Figure 10 below for the M.Arch curriculum map that illustrates the knowledge streams and
semester themes. See M.Arch Curriculum and Courses on the CAPLA website for additional information.

See Appendix 1 for the M.Arch NAAB PC / SC matrix to see the relationship between PCs and SCs and courses in

the B.Arch curriculum.

See Appendix 4 for a Course List table that includes the professional, general and optional studies for the M.Arch

program.

spring 1

ETHICS

spring 2
OOMMUN\‘*

Figure 9. M.Arch program diagram that illustrates each semester theme.
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Figure 10. M.Arch curriculum map that illustrates the 5 knowledge streams and the two- and three-year tracks.
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4.2.6 Doctor of Architecture. The D.Arch. degree consists of a minimum of 210 credits, or the quarter-hour equivalent, of
combined undergraduate and graduate coursework. The D.Arch. requires a minimum of 90 graduate-level semester credit
hours, or the graduate-level 135 quarter-hour equivalent, in academic coursework in professional studies and optional studies.
Programs must document, for both undergraduate and graduate degrees, the required professional studies classes (course
numbers, titles, and credits), the elective professional studies classes (course numbers, titles, and credits), the required number
of credits for general studies and for optional studies, and the total number of credits for the degree.

Program Response:
Not Applicable

4.3 Evaluation of Preparatory Education. NAAB recognizes that students transferring to an undergraduate accredited
program or entering a graduate accredited program come from different types of programs and have different needs,
aptitudes, and knowledge bases. In this condition, a program must demonstrate that it utilizes a thorough and equitable
process to evaluate incoming students and that it documents the accreditation criteria it expects students to have met in their
education experiences in non-accredited programs.

4.3.1 A program must document its process for evaluating a student’s prior academic coursework related to satisfying NAAB
accreditation criteria when it admits a student to the professional degree program.

B.Arch.:

All transfer Students applying for admission to the B.Arch should have a college/university GPA of at least a 3.0 (on
a 4.0 scale) to be admitted. Students who fall below this criterion and hold at least a 2.75 GPA are still encouraged
to apply, as they may be admitted into the program through a comprehensive review process of their

application materials.

Students interested in transferring into the B.Arch program from non-NAAB accredited programs, including
community colleges without design or pre-architecture programs, must complete all five years of the B.Arch
program. Prospective B.Arch students who are planning to begin their studies at a community college or other
local universities without architecture or design courses are advised to focus on taking General Education courses,
including English 101, English 102 and Math 108 equivalents. The acceptance of transfer credit related to General
Education courses is managed by the U of A central admissions office.

Students seeking to transfer from another NAAB-accredited B.Arch program or a community college with
architecture or related design courses may apply for advanced standing, specifically placement in the second-year
of the B.Arch program. To be considered, applicants must have taken English 101, English 102 and Math 108
equivalents. The acceptance of transfer credit related to General Education courses is managed by the U of A
central admissions office. Additionally, to be considered, applicants must submit the following for review by the
School of Architecture: 1) unofficial transcripts, 2) a portfolio of work that demonstrates the potential to succeed
in a B.Arch program (connects creative work in the portfolio to specific courses, notes individual verses
collaborative work, and describes the media or software used to communicate the work), and 3) syllabi for all
architecture-related major courses, including studios. These materials are to be submitted to the Recruitment
Coordinator, Cylan Shaffer at cschaffer@arizona.edu by April 15t to be considered for a fall semester admissions
start or September 15 to be considered for spring semester admissions start.

The applicant’s transcripts, portfolio and syllabi for all architecture-related courses are reviewed by Undergraduate
Admissions Committee as constituted in the SoA bylaws (Section 3. Undergraduate Admissions Committees). The
committee uses the 15t to 2" year Milestone rubric for weighted criteria as found on the B.Arch Curriculum and
Courses webpage under the Milestone drop-down menu.

Students are not granted advanced standing without the prior approval of the committee.

See CAPLA website for publicly posted information on the B.Arch consideration of prior academic work for transfer
students. Scroll down to the Transfer Student drop-down.
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See Criterion 5 - Resources folder the SoA Bylaws (2023) and the CAPLA Handbook (2017).

M.Arch.:

Admissions and application review process: The admissions process is conducted, in accordance with the SoA
bylaws (Section 2; subsection D.1 Graduate Admissions Committees), by the M.Arch Admissions Committee which
reviews the transcripts, personal statement, resume, portfolio and letters of recommendation of each applicant.
The M.Arch program offers two entry points. Students with non-architecture undergraduate degrees enter the full
three-year (3+) program beginning with the summer program. Students with a Bachelor of Science or Bachelor of
Art in Architectural Studies, studio centric degrees, typically enter the program with advanced standing in the fall
and complete it in two years.

Preparatory education and advanced standing: The M.Arch program evaluates “Preparatory Education” in two
instances: 1) admission of students with 4-year undergraduate de-grees in architecture to the 2-year advanced
standing program and 2) matriculated students seeking advanced standing in one or more specific required
courses. The M.Arch program does not currently admit transfer students.

1. Admissions Committee members are to evaluate each applicant’s satisfaction of the NAAB program and student
criteria which are claimed in the first year of the M.Arch program. This evaluation is conducted and recorded as
part of the regular application review process using the “Evaluation of Preparatory Education” form. If the
satisfaction of these criteria is not evident, the committee is required to request additional evidence from the
respective applicants. If admission is recommended by the committee and deficiencies remain, admitted students
will be required to take additional courses to demonstrate satisfaction of those NAAB criteria, or be required to
complete the 3+ year program in its entirety.

2. Matriculated students seeking advance standing in a specific required course must submit a “Graduate
Advanced Standing Ap-plication” which includes the following pdf documentation: transcript, syllabus, description
of outcome, relevant assignments, and/or other as directed. The application is submitted to the CAPLA Graduate
Programs Coordinator, then routed to the course instructor and/or curricular stream coordinator for assessment
and recommendations, and then advanced to the M.Arch Program Chair or SoA Di-rector for final decision. Once
rendered, the student is informed of the decision, and it is recorded in the student’s files.

See Criterion 5 - Resources folder the SoA Bylaws (2023) and the CAPLA Handbook (2017).

See Criteria 4 — Curricular Framework for evidence of “Evaluation of Preparatory Education” student criteria form
that is used as part of the application review process.

See CAPLA website for publicly posted information on the M.Arch consideration of prior academic work. See drop-
down menus for admissions information.

4.3.2 In the event a program relies on the preparatory education experience to ensure that admitted students have met
certain accreditation criteria, the program must demonstrate it has established standards for ensuring these accreditation
criteria are met and for determining whether any gaps exist.

Program Response:
The SoA programs utilize the Undergraduate and Graduate Admissions Committee to evaluate prior academic
work as outlined in Section 4.3.1 to determine if admitted students have met certain accreditation criteria.

See CAPLA website for publicly posted information on the B.Arch consideration of prior academic work for transfer
students. Scroll down to the Transfer Students drop-down menu.

See CAPLA website for publicly posted information on the M.Arch consideration of prior academic work. See drop-
down menus for admissions information.
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4.3.3 A program must demonstrate that it has clearly articulated the evaluation of baccalaureate-degree or associate-degree
content in the admissions process, and that a candidate understands the evaluation process and its implications for the length
of a professional degree program before accepting an offer of admission.

Program Response:
The SoA programs utilize the Undergraduate and Graduate Admissions Committee to evaluate prior academic
work as outlined in Section 4.3.1 to determine if admitted students have met certain accreditation criteria.

See CAPLA website for publicly posted information on the B.Arch consideration of prior academic work for transfer
students. Scroll down to the Transfer Students drop-down menu.

See CAPLA website for publicly posted information on the M.Arch consideration of prior academic work. See drop-
down menus for admissions information.

5—Resources

5.1 Structure and Governance. The program must describe the administrative and governance processes that provide for
organizational continuity, clarity, and fairness and allow for improvement and change.

5.1.1 Administrative Structure. Describe the administrative structure and identify key personnel in the program and school,
college, and institution.

Program Response:

The U of A is administratively structured with a President, Provost and Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs,
and deans over the 21 colleges including CAPLA. There is also a Faculty Senate with a faculty seat elected from
CAPLA. The dean of CAPLA oversees the three units of the college, each with a director — the School of Architecture
(SoA), the School of Landscape Architecture and Planning (SoLARP), and Drachman Institute (DI), the community
engaged research and outreach arm of the college. The leadership of CAPLA, called the Operations Team, consists
of the three-unit directors as well as the following positions: Assistant Dean of Finance and Administration,
Associate Dean of Academic Affairs, and Associate Dean of Research. The Operations Team meets every two
weeks. During the AY24-25 the Associate Dean for Academic Affairs will be on sabbatical and the role is being
fulfilled by an Acting Associate Dean of Student Affairs and an Acting Associate Dean of Faculty Affairs. Every other
Operations Team meeting includes faculty and staff representation in what is called the Group Operations
Meeting. Additional parties present at that meeting include the Director of Marketing and Communications who
serves as the Staff Advisory Committee chair, Director of Alumni Relations, and Chair of the Council of Faculty
Members.

The student advising/recruitment unit is centralized in CAPLA and supervised by the AD for Academic Affairs. There
is one recruitment officer that supports all units in the college as well as three B.Arch advisors and one graduate
advisor including support for the M.Arch program. Information Technology and Human Resources are centralized
at U of A, however there are two dedicated FTE from IT and two dedicated FTE from HR that support CAPLA. The
CAPLA Business Office supports budgeting, transactions and HR related processing as well.

The SoA has three academic programs, B.Arch, M.Arch and MS.Arch, each led by a program chair. There are two
dedicated staff in the SoA, an Administrative Associate and an Academic Coordinator. The SoA director, program
chairs, and staff constitute the Program Advisory Committee (PAC). The director of the SoA has administrative
responsibility for the MaterialsLab, and its manager. The SoA has two elected standing committees, the Faculty
Status Committee and the Curriculum Committee, each with an elected chair from the committee. The Curriculum
Committee of the SoA is comprised of stream coordinators, elected from the curricular streams of the school —
studio, technology, history theory, design communications and practice. There are also appointed chairs of the
following standing committees in the SoA — the Events and Lectures Committee and the Digital and Physical
Resources Committee. Ad hoc committees are sometimes assembled for a short duration and the chair is
appointed by the director.
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The administrative structure and key personnel in college and school are listed by name and title below:

Title First and Last Name
President of U of A Suresh Garimella
Provost and Senior VP for Academic Affairs Ronald Marx
CAPLA Dean Nancy Pollock-Ellwand
Associate Dean of Academic Affairs Laura Hollengreen (sabbatical)
Acting Associate Dean of Student Affairs (AY24-25) Beth Weinstein
Acting Associate Dean of Faculty Affairs (AY24-25) Lisa Schrenk
Associate Dean of Research Bo Yang
Assistant Dean of Finance Simon White
Director of IT and Facilities Lucas Guthrie
Senior Partner, Human Resources Jenna Privette
Marketing and Communication Director Jeff Javier
Director of Alumni and Development TBD (search in process)
Chair, Council of Faculty Members Susannah Dickinson
SoA Director Ryan E. Smith
SoLARP Director Lauri Macmillan Johnson
Drachman Institute Director Courtney Crosson
SoA Faculty Status Committee TBD*
SoA Curriculum Committee Chair Clare Robinson
History Theory Stream Coordinator Lisa Schrenk
Building Technology Stream Coordinator Eric Weber
Design Communications Stream Coordinator Mike Silver
Practice Stream Coordinator Laura Carr
SoA Events and Lectures Committee Chair Oscar Lopez

*During the writing of the APR, this position was being filled through the election process.
See Appendix 5 for a CAPLA organizational chart that illustrates the line of administrative structure.

See link to CAPLA website for college leadership organization and personnel photos, names and titles.

5.1.2 Governance: Describe the role of faculty, staff, and students in both program and institutional governance structures
and how these structures relate to the governance structures of the academic unit and the institution.

Program Response:

The Arizona State Legislature passed a faculty governance law for all three of the state universities in 1992 that
states that faculty members “share the responsibility for academic and education activities and matters related to
faculty personnel...(and) shall actively participate in the development of University policy.” The U of A has a Faculty
Senate that votes on matters of shared governance with representation from all the colleges on campus. This
policy and culture manifests at the college and departmental level as well. CAPLA has a Council of Faculty
Members made up of three elected faculty from both schools in the college and from both tenure and career
track. The CFM is the General Faculty representation like the Faculty Senate, at the college level. The Staff Advisory
Council has members from the two schools and dean’s office represented to share staff perspectives on college
issues and to engage in advocacy and provide feedback to help inform college-level decision-making. .

College Governance: The college has shared governance via three elected standing committees. The college
Constitution and Bylaws Committee is responsible for proposing changes to the college bylaws. The college
Curriculum Committee reviews and recommends to school directors and the dean actions regarding the curricula
as proposed by the school Curriculum Committees. The College Faculty Status Committee advises the dean and
school directors in all promotion and tenure considerations for Professors of Practice and Tenure Track Faculty
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from Assistant to Associate and Associate to Professor ranks. Ad hoc committees are assembled on an as-needed
basis by appointment of the dean including the Diversity, Equity and Inclusion Committee and the Digital Physical
Resources Committee. SoA faculty serve on all these committees as well as the CAPLA strategic planning groups
during spring 2024, fall 2024 and spring 2025. See the CAPLA Handbook (constitution and bylaws) for more
information on the college committee processes, elections, composition, etc.

SoA Faculty and Staff Governance: The SoA director and program chairs, with the two front-of-office staff make
up the Program Advisory Council (PAC). The PAC functions as an advisory group to the director on matters
including faculty teaching and service assignments, planning and assessment, operational budget allocation and
space and facilities planning. The director is responsible for the overall strategic direction, personnel hiring and
appointments, performance of the school and allocates and manages the budget delivered each year by the
college. With faculty advisement, the director appoints individuals to the program chair positions for a 3-year
term. Program chairs are responsible for curriculum, in connection with the stream coordinators (see below), and
leading on accreditation, assessment, and student academic probation and grade appeals for their respective
programs.

The SoA standing committees, like the college, share in the governance of the unit. The SoA Faculty Status
Committee, an elected body of career track and tenure track faculty, advises the director on career track hires,
annual performance reviews of faculty, and promotion cases for lecturer track faculty. Furthermore, the
committee is responsible for developing a conducting a mentoring program for the SoA faculty. The school
Curriculum Committee proposes and approves new programs and major programs changes and advises on
curricular minor revisions in all three of the school programs. Positions on committees in the school are for a 3-
year term.

The SoA is organized into five curricular knowledge domains called streams including design studio, building
technology, history theory, design communications, and practice. Faculty that teach in each stream constitute the
voting members of each stream that elect a representative to serve on the Curriculum Committee to represent
that knowledge stream. The three program chairs also serve as ex officio voting members of the committee. The
B.Arch and M.Arch program chairs serve as the studio stream coordinator. Four faculty nominated students from
the SoA programs serve on the Curriculum Committee as well including 2 B.Arch students, 1 M.Arch student and 1
MS.Arch student. The stream is responsible for the curriculum in that stream in coordination with the program
chair and Curriculum Committee, that together aim to find opportunities for integration and coordination between
the stream areas in each professional program to create a cohesive and comprehensive professional and
innovative curriculum.

See Criterion 5 evidence folder for the Committee Roster that outlines the committees and faculty currently
serving in these roles.

Additional standing committees in the bylaws are appointed by the director. The Events and Lectures Committee
programs the annual SoA lecture series and the end of year Design Excellence Awards. Additional ad hoc
committees are assembled by appointment of the director for a year on an as-needed basis such as search
committees for new hires or special topics.

SoA Student Governance: The SoA Architecture Student Advisory Committee (ASAC) is comprised of two elected
students from year 2 — 5 in the B.Arch. Additionally, 1 elected student from each of the three M.Arch years and 1
MS.Arch student serve on the ASAC as well. The bylaws indicate that the ASAC role is to liaise between the
student body and SoA administration. The group conducts Town Hall meetings once a semester with the program
chair as part of the SoA assessment process. The council developed the SoA Learning and Teaching Culture
Guidelines reviewed by the school Curriculum Committee and adopted in the spring of 2024 to respond in part to
PC.7 Learning and Teaching Culture. The ASAC periodically is invited to SOA Assembly meetings to provide
important perspectives during planning and assessment activities. Furthermore, student representatives serve on
the SoA Curriculum Committee, Events and Lectures Committee, and the Digital and Physical Resources
Committee.
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See Criterion 5 - Resources folder the SoA Bylaws (2023) and the CAPLA Handbook (2017).

5.2 Planning and Assessment
The program must demonstrate that it has a planning process for continuous improvement that identifies:

5.2.1 The program’s multiyear strategic objectives, including the requirement to meet the NAAB Conditions, as part of the
larger institutional strategic planning and assessment efforts.

Program Response:

The CAPLA strategic plan was undertaken in the spring of 2024 and will be completed in the fall of 2024. Faculty
from across the college, including SoA faculty and administration have been active participants in this process that
includes student surveys, faculty and staff focus groups, and a 3™ party facilitator. The CAPLA mission and vision is
“To prepare and inspire creators of environments that enrich People, Places and our Planet”. The plan includes the
following priorities: Putting People First; Delivering Innovative Pedagogy for a New Era; Preparing for a Changing
World; Addressing Global Challenges; and Strengthening Assets.

See Criterion 5 — Resources folder for evidence of the emerging 2024 CAPLA strategic plan.

Visit the CAPLA website for the most current updates on the 2024 CAPLA strategic plan.

With the arrival of a new director in the fall of 2022, the SoA developed a strategic planning and assessment
process called SoA 2028, probing the question —where does the SoA want to be by 2028 and how will we get
there? SoA 2028 is both strategic and tactical. The outcome of this process resulted in a mission, position
perspectives, aspirational visions, and guiding values that were adopted in the spring of 2023 that aligns with the U
of A and CAPLA respective plans.

The SoA mission claims its place and purpose as follows:

Located in the unique Sonoran region, the School of Architecture prepares students to address complex social
and environmental issues, locally and globally, through professional education, critical inquiry, research, and
innovation.

More simply stated, “the SoA addresses the grand challenges.”

The SoA mission, vision, position and values is accompanied by 5 strategic initiatives and associated actions to be
completed by 2028 including: interdisciplinarity, inclusion, innovation, inquiry, and increase. The progress on these
initiatives is reviewed by the PAC regularly with a more detailed assessment with the Assembly on a two-year
cycle. The next assessment will be in the fall of 2024.

See Criterion 5 - Resources evidence folder for the SoA strategic plan for more information.

The SoA 2028 process also responded to the NAAB 2020 Conditions and the U of A Annual Assessment
Requirements. SoA 2028 is a continuous improvement cycle in which faculty, staff and students engage in direct
and indirect methods of program planning and assessment. SoA 2028 has two phases. In phase 1, from fall 2022 —
summer 2023, the SoA progressed through Planning to address values, mission/vision, learning objectives,
curriculum, non-curricular activities, assessment methods, and establishing a recurring cycle as covered above. The
second phase, from fall 2024 — present, the SoA 2028 conducts recurring Assessments with plans for improvement

(Fig.9).
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Figure 9. SoA 2028 continuous improvement cycle consisting of establishing mission, vision and values that inform
learning outcomes that are manifest in curriculum and then assessed to reinform the mission.

See Section 5.3 Curricular Development for information on the relationship between direct and indirect
assessment activities and curricular development.

U of A Academic Program Review: Program assessment and review at U of A occurs annually and a more involved
Academic Program Review occurs in eight-year cycles through the Office of the Provost. Like the NAAB annual
report requirement from accredited schools, U of A annual program assessment is also required each fall semester
that is based on a submitted plan and program level learning outcomes from direct and indirect methods of
assessment. The annual U of A program assessment report relies on program level learning outcomes assessment
(not to be mistaken for course specific learning objectives). The program level learning outcomes for annual
program assessment are determined and assessed by the streams through Streams Assessment. The Stream
learning outcomes take into consideration the NAAB criteria and serve as the basis for course level learning
outcomes and Course Assessment.

See Criterion 4 evidence folder for Stream level learning outcomes.

The U of A 8-year Academic Program Review occurs in an eight-year cycle and coincides with the NAAB
accreditation review. Furthermore, the U of A accepts the NAAB accreditation review as sufficient for their own 8-
year program review cycle and does not require any additional assessment reporting beyond the submission of the
NAAB APR and VTR. The SoA will submit the NAAB APR and VTR to the Office of the Provost and the Arizona Board
of Regents as evidence of the Academic Program Review in 2025 upon completion of the NAAB accreditation
process.

5.2.2 Key performance indicators used by the unit and the institution.

Program Response:

This fall 2024, the new strategic plan objectives and key performance indicators will be finalized with actions and
timelines for completion. The progress on the key performance indicators was discussed in the fall 2024 back-to-
school CAPLA meeting and will be completed and adopted by December 2024.
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The SoA mission, vision, position and values is accompanied by 5 strategic initiatives and associated actions to be
completed by 2028 including: interdisciplinarity, inclusion, innovation, inquiry, and increase.

See Criterion 5 — Resources folder for evidence of the SoA strategic plan.

The SoA also has metrics by which it evaluates student success in the professional programs. The B.Arch and
M.Arch program benchmark set by Program Advisory Committee is that 50% of the students in a cohort average a
‘B-‘ grade average grade in required professional studies courses with an ARC prefix each semester. The retention
rate goal from year to year for student enrollment in the B.Arch and M.Arch program is 90%.

5.2.3 How well the program is progressing toward its mission and stated multiyear objectives.

Program Response:

Since the CAPLA strategic plan revision 2024 will be completed this fall, progress has yet to be tracked. The
objectives for the CAPLA plan will be tracked annually and reported in the back-to-school meeting to the CAPLA
community and posted in the CAPLA annual report that is made public to CAPLA and its stakeholders. Examples of
annual reports by the college are posted on the CAPLA website related to the former strategic plan.

The progress on the SoA 5 strategic initiatives is reviewed by the PAC regularly with a more detailed assessment
with the Assembly on a two-year cycle. The initiatives were established in the fall of 2022 and will be assessed for
the fall of 2024 during SoA Workshops. As of fall 2024, of the 30 goals under the 5 initiatives, 13 have been
completed, 13 are in process and four are on hold.

See Criterion 5 — Resources evidence folder for SoA Initiatives Assessment from fall 2024.

Table 6 is a breakdown per cohort of the total number and percentage of students that achieved the benchmark of
a ‘B-* grade average in required ARC prefix courses during AY23-24. The goal of 50% of the cohort achieving a
grade of B- or higher was met by the B.Arch 3" year in the spring of 2024, and both M.Arch years in both

semesters. This analysis helps to inform what cohort years need focus to improve student success.

Table 6. Student success benchmark for program level goals of ‘B-in required ARC courses.

Summer Fall 2023 Spring 2024
2023

Cohort Year / # of B- grade or | % with B- grade | # of B- grade % with B- grade

Program higher / total or higher or higher or higher

B.Arch 2" year 43 48% 37 47%

B.Arch 3 year 37 44% 35 53%

B.Arch 4t year 32 38% 40 49%

B.Arch 5t year 26 46% 25 44%

M.Arch 1%t year 6 6 100% 6 100%

M.Arch 2" year 13 81% 14 93%

M.Arch 3" year 9 100% Pass or fail Pass or fail
grades grades

Table 7 is a report on the year-to-year retention rate per cohort. All cohorts met the 90% retention rate
benchmark except the M.Arch program. This analysis helps to inform ways to improve the retention in the M.Arch
program.
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Table 7. Student year-to-year retention rate by cohort.

Cohort Year Fall 22 Fall 23 Year to Year
Enrollment Enrollment Retention Rate
B.Arch 2n — 3 year 86 84 97.6%
B.Arch 31— 4th year 82 84 100%
B.Arch 4th — 5t year 62 57 91.9%
M.Arch 2nd — 3rd year 11 9 81.8%

5.2.4 Strengths, challenges, and opportunities faced by the program as it strives to continuously improve learning outcomes
and opportunities.

Program Response:

The SoA Workshop sessions with the SOA community to develop the response to Criterion 1 including mission,
vision, values and initiatives with actions and to develop Criterion 2 values results were used to form the response
to this section. Employing a SWOT analysis, the SoA strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats to
continuously improving learning outcomes and student success are discussed below. In the narrative, strengths
and weakness are internal to the SoA and CAPLA, while opportunities and threats are external.

Strengths:

Effective curricular response led by the studio, technology and history theory streams to the geographic
context of the unique Sonoran Desert socio-ecological and borderland socio-economic region.

A commitment to and emphasis on addressing grand challenges: social and environmental concerns of
our day that manifest throughout the programs.

A Research and Innovation (R&lI) stage in the B.Arch consisting of three semesters of advanced studios,
electives and a thematic capstone at the end of the program that emphasizes research based design,
critical inquiry, leadership and collaboration.

Focus on environmental response, social equity, community engagement and empirical making through
the R&I, mature and award-winning Design Build Studio, Solar Decathlon Studio (Grand Prize 2024), BofA
Affordable Housing Challenge Elective (1%t Prize 2024), and the Community Studio in connection with the
Drachman Institute.

Talented and committed faculty who are focused on continuously improving the SoA governance and
programs, have an appreciation of and desire to improve the community of Tucson and are empathetic,
caring, and critically rigorous with students.

Shared governance between faculty led Curriculum Committee and director engaged in personnel hiring
and management. (ie. director was voted to not be a member of the Curriculum Committee effective fall
2023)

A new and committed leadership consisting of a director (fall 2022), B.Arch program chair (fall 2023) as a
new position, and the legacy M.Arch and MS.Arch chairs that work together as a PAC for SoA planning and
administration.

A new and dedicated SoA administrative staff (fall 2022) that are collaborative and provide excellent
service.

Committed and empathetic college staff that supports the school including academic advising and
recruitment, IT and facilities, business office, and marketing and communications.

Involved and active student engagement in governance and cultural life: ASAC, Curriculum Committee,
lecture committee, digital and physical resources committee as well as student clubs.

A newly renovated West Building at $10M has brought 80 new student seats to the college, eight new
faculty offices, new computer lab and classroom with video support.

The renovation also includes a natural air handling system that monitors the air quality further enhancing
the objective to use the college buildings as teaching artifacts to demonstrate structures, mechanical
systems etc.
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Other existing facilities including a 10,000 SF MaterialsLab space and staff and extensive analog and digital
fabrication equipment, a central atrium gallery for large meetings, lectures, exhibits and reviews, and two
outdoor garden classroom spaces.

A long-standing design build program for affordable housing with international reputation.

Weaknesses:

Imbalance between tenure track (11.3 TT FTE) and career track / adjunct (16.75) faculty numbers that has
several negative effects including:

o overburden of hiring and personnel management for the director

o overburden of permanent TT and CT faculty to serve on committees

o lack of stability in curricular planning and assessment
Shared governance model and robust planning and assessment process of SoA 2028 with streams,
workshops, and committees at the school and college level require much engagement and service time of
faculty that leaves little time for research and creative work.
Demanding curriculum presenting challenges to both faculty and student for reflection and school-life
balance.
Teaching loads are high (i.e., the load is 2 studios and 2 lecture course per TT faculty member OR 2 studios
per semester per CT faculty member) for 1.0 FTE faculty, leaving little time for research and creative work.
Continued ideological disconnection between CT and TT faculty.
Lack of organized focus on addressing equity, diversity and inclusion in student recruitment and the
curriculum.
Lack of engagement with community colleges in the region for transfer matriculation agreements limiting
access for underserved populations.
Lack of flexibility in the B.Arch and M.Arch programs for on ramp and off ramp during education.
Lack of flexibility in the B.Arch and M.Arch programs for alternative pathways to transfer to a different
program.
Overburdened advising staff who struggle to meet the needs of all students because of time constraints.
Need for improved communication concerning budget and expenditures between CAPLA administration
and the SoA.
Cost of printing and plotting is growing at a rate that is unsustainable for the college budget and students
to manage.
Current budget restrictions mean that the college and thus school cannot go over budget, cannot access
cash reserves, and are not rewarded for activity increases with the current static budget model.

Opportunities:

Threats:

The MaterialsLab, an incredible resource, has been underutilized post-COVID.

Underdeveloped interdisciplinarity partnerships and curricula within the School of Landscape Architecture
and Planning in the college. (i.e.,shared foundation year, upper level and grad studios, etc.)

Potential for increased interdisciplinary research amongst faculty in the SoA and CAPLA, and beyond in
the University with Engineering, Medicine, Art, etc.

Capacity to grow the M.Arch program through WRGP program with western states for in-state tuition.
Expand reach through online programs as the SoA does not have any and SoLARP has several.
Development of a four-year interior design program to share a portion of the curriculum with the B.Arch.
Expose SoA students to architectural engineering students in more deliberate ways for interdisciplinary
and technical learning.

Partner with civil engineering on a four-year construction management four-year degree.

Fundraising potential with the construction trade industry that is underdeveloped.

Additional nurturing of the SoA alumni for fundraising.
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e The U of A has had budget issues since FY23 that have had negative operational and cultural implications
for faculty, staff and administration that impacts students’ educational experience including the following
impacts:

o U of A requiring merit and cost of living increase for faculty without providing any additional
revenue so that it is coming from operational dollars, reducing the overall faculty FTE (31.6 FTE in
AY22-23 to 28.05 FTE in AY24-25), and increasing the teaching load of faculty in the school.

o Adramatic increase in the graduate stipend requirements from U of A for teaching assistants
that make hiring an adjunct nearly on par with a graduate student rate without an increase in the
budget of the units.

o Large lecture courses (~90 students) have one instructor whereas they had two prior to AY23-24.

o Studio sections grew from 15 to 18 in the past two years requiring different pedagogical
approaches.

o Hiring freeze in AY23-24 stopped the hiring of three TT faculty searches. There is a plan to
continue to request positions by CAPLA from central.

o U of A does not offer multiyear contracts to CT faculty beyond three years. Further, U of A does
not have a tenure pathway for professionals turned academics.

o No operational spending in the second half of FY24 which resulted in no field trips, reduced
MaterialsLab support, and limited course project funding.

o Reduction in effective budget (increase in required expenditures with no commensurate increase
in revenue) that has especially impacted the available operational dollars for FY25. This limits
curricular and non-curricular support beyond basics.

o Change from Activity Informed Budget model to a Centralized Budget Model in FY25 in which
human resources, IT and donor development have been centralized and budgets are static. It is
unknown the impact of this model on levels of services from the center to the college and school.

o U of A does not have a process to apply course fees so that course related expenses of field trip
travel or materials for project to be covered by student financial aid. Students pay out of pocket
for all travel and materials which is an equity issue.

o Guaranteed merit aid for incoming B.Arch students has been reduced affecting the projected
enrollments for all undergraduate programs at a rate of ~20-25% for AY25-26.

o Differential tuition has been removed from the university fee structure and a college fee has
been applied that is now managed by central.

e Adeeper issue is that there has been significant upper-level administrative instability at U of A including
many shifts in the provost position over a period of two years and the recent hiring of a new President in
the summer of 2024. A national search is now on for a new provost and VP Research. Due to the budget
crisis, the Associate VP and VP level administration has been restructured in the spring and summer of
2024.

e  Prior to the budget model change starting July 2024, the U of A was an incentive model, requiring units to
grow enrollments to keep up with inflation. This produced growth in the B.Arch program to 90-students
per cohort and total enrollments in the school programs growing from 453 to 583 (22% increase in 5
years), where it stands today (Fig.10). The M.Arch program is also included in the 583 figure; it has grown
from 17 to 29 students from 2018 - 2024 (41% growth in 6 years).

e This growth has caused a space crunch for all the in-person degree programs in the college. With hopes to
grow the M.Arch and MS.Arch program and the broader college programs of Bachelor of Landscape
Architecture and the new Bachelor of Real Estate Development that is anticipated to launch fall 2025,
there is widespread concern that the studios will all be hot-desked and classrooms near the school will
not be available for scheduling. This will require students to walk considerable distances to attend
architecture classes. The budget crisis coupled with a large enrollment based on a different budget model
compounds the challenging financial situation.

e The U of A has a dearth of available large lecture halls in which to teach the B.Arch cohort courses. This
reality has a negative impact on coordination and scheduling of courses as locating appropriate
classrooms for the functional (acoustics, technology, light, etc.) needs of instructor is difficult.
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e  Post COVID, the faculty and staff have documented an increased incidence of student mental health
concerns. Student behavioral management by staff, faculty and administration now requires considerable
time and resources.

e The State of Arizona has a conservative political legislature which has made affirmative action not legally
allowable. Although this has not seemingly impacted U of A, the future of this ruling is uncertain on
diversity of the student body and faculty. Further, there is also a threat that the state may challenge
tenure in the future as well.

School of Architecure Student Enrollments Last 5 Years
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Figure 10. SoA student enrollment 2019-2024.
5.2.5 Ongoing outside input from others, including practitioners.

Program Response:

Studio Assessment is a three-day period at the end of each semester in which Studio Coordinators invite
professionals, professors and community leaders from the southwest region or beyond to join faculty and students
at CAPLA to review student projects. External reviewers are invited to offer their input and feedback on the
student outcomes. During AY23-24, for example, 24 professionals, 4 professors at other institutions, and 12
community members joined the end of semester Review Week. Professionals come from a range of practice types.
Professors also came from University of Oregon, University of Texas Austin, Arizona State University, and The
School of Architecture (formerly Taliesin). In addition, there were community members from the City of Tucson,
NGOs throughout the southwest including Habitat for Humanity, as well as the Hopi Tribe working in collaboration
with a couple of Indigenous community-engaged studios.

Professionals engage and provide input to the SoA programs through the annual Design Excellence Awards
program. AlA Southern Arizona Component provides a jury to evaluate and select winners from each of the years
in the B.Arch and M.Arch program as well as overall design excellence from the school. The jurors provide
feedback to the students and discuss with the SoA director areas for improvement in the projects. In addition, as a
matter of peer review, faculty submit their teaching and research innovations to the AIA Arizona annual awards
program. The state AIA component has three separate award categories specifically oriented at architectural
education including the Design Pedagogy Award, Educator of the Year Award, and the Design Research Award. The
SoA won in two of three categories this past year. Moreover, SoA faculty practitioners regularly submit and win
awards in the professional design categories and the Community Design Award for the work with native
populations.

In addition to Review Week, CAPLA has a Futures Council made up of academicians, practitioners, industry and
government leaders. This group meets each semester and advises the college on ways in which the college can
respond to the grand challenges of the built environment. The Futures Council provides input on trends we should
anticipate in our research and the approaches we might take in the classroom around the CAPLA vision.
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See CAPLA website for more information on the Futures Council.

The program must also demonstrate that it regularly uses the results of self-assessments to advise and encourage changes and
adjustments that promote student and faculty success.

Program Response:
The SoA uses a continuous improvement planning and assessment process called SoA 2028. Using the assessment
methods outlined in Section 5.3, several changes have been made to the B.Arch and M.Arch programs.

B.Arch.:

Since 2022, the B.Arch program and appropriate streams have revised the studio and technology sequence in the
Core Stage (semesters 3 — 7 in a 10 semester sequence) to respond to the 2020 NAAB Conditions SC.5 Design
Synthesis and SC.6 Building Integration as well as SC.4 Technical Knowledge. These changes to the studio stream
came about through Studio Assessments and Program Meetings and were then approved in Curriculum meetings.
The changes to the technology stream came from Stream Assessments and Town Halls. And were approved in
Curriculum meetings. As the changes were initiated in the fall of 2023, the first cohort will complete the revised
studio and technology stream curriculum spring 2025. Also, the B.Arch program has developed the Research and
Innovation Stage (semesters 8 — 10) to respond to the NAAB Conditions PC.5 Research and Innovation and PC.6
Leadership and Collaboration and align with the SoA’s mission to address grand challenges.

See Section 4.2.4 for the B.Arch curriculum that has resulted from these self-assessments.

M.Arch.:

Since 2022, the M.Arch program has revised the content of each course (total of 4 courses) in the technology
sequence to respond to feedback from Stream Assessments and Town Halls, and were approved by in Curriculum
Committee Meetings. As the changes were initiated in the fall of 2023, the first cohort will complete the revised
technology stream curriculum spring 2025. Also, the M.Arch Milestone was revised to be increasingly formative
and less summative from feedback from students in Town Halls. A support course was also added to the M.Arch
program to prepare students for Milestone.

After the AY23-24 Milestone Review, the faculty involved provided feedback on improvements to the process and
the courses leading up to the penultimate spring semester in which the Milestone portfolio is submitted by
students. The outcomes from this self-assessment include the results of the student performance and the means
for improvement across the stream knowledge areas. These are currently being enacted for AY24-25 and beyond.

See Criteria 4 evidence folder for the M.Arch Milestone Process and Outcomes.
See Section 4.2.5 for M.Arch curriculum that has resulted from these self-assessments.

5.3 Curricular Development. The program must demonstrate a well-reasoned process for assessing its curriculum and
making adjustments based on the outcome of the assessment.
Programs must also identify the frequency for assessing all or part of its curriculum.

Program Response:

During the SoA 2028 phase 1: fall 2022 — spring 2023, planning processes, values, mission/vision, learning
objectives, curriculum, non-curricular activities, assessment methods were established as well as a recurring cycle
for course and program level assessments. The SoA uses four (4) forms of direct assessment including Course
Assessment, Studio Assessment, Stream Assessment and Milestone (M.Arch only). Also, the SoA uses six (6) forms
of indirect assessment: Town Halls, Exit Survey (B.Arch only), SoA Workshops, Program Meetings, Curriculum
Committee Meetings and Capstone/M.Project Synthesis. Course Assessment is that which is conducted within
specific courses by respective instructors. All the other assessment methods used by the SoA are program level
involving peer review of course and program outcomes. All the assessment methods are used in both the B.Arch
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and M.Arch program except for Milestone which is an M.Arch only method and the Exit Survey which is used by
the B.Arch program alone. Each assessment method is described below briefly.

Direct Assessment Methods:

Course Assessment is that which is conducted in connection with course learning through the
establishment of learning objectives, assessment methods, rubrics, benchmarking, and plans for
improvement. The Course Assessments are the basis all the PCs and SCs in Section 3 except for PC.7
Teaching and Learning Culture and are conducted for every course in the professional program.

Studio Assessment is conducted at the end of each semester during final reviews. Peer faculty review
studios with respect to the NAAB criteria assigned to the studio course and the associated learning
objectives developed by the stream and instructor by using an evaluation form called a Bento Box.
Stream Assessment is an end of semester activity in which stream faculty and SoA leadership meet to
discuss the outcomes of each course within a stream by reviewing the assessment report filled out by
each instructor for their course(s) in the stream. The stream then determines plans for improvement that
are reflected in the assessment report.

Milestone is held within the M.Arch program only. M.Arch students in the penultimate year submit a
portfolio of learning in the 5 streams. This is evaluated using a rubric by stream coordinator or designees
thereof who offer suggestions for areas of improvement and additional courses to be taken as electives in
the final year of the professional program to reach competency.

Indirect Assessment Methods:

Town Halls are hosted once a semester in the B.Arch and twice a semester in the M.Arch program. ASAC
elected student representatives and the respective program chair meet with students in the cohort to
discuss curriculum and teaching and learning culture.

Exit Survey is an end of education survey for the B.Arch students to assess stream level learning outcomes
tied to the NAAB PCs and SCs. The response rate was 95% in the spring of 2024.

SoA Workshops are regularly scheduled faculty and staff meetings that occur at least once a month in
which engaged discussion, brainstorming, curricular planning and visioning take place. Often assessment
method and actual assessments and higher-level discussions on governance and mission and vision, as
well as training on pedagogy and course management/grading are presented.

Program Meetings are held periodically through the year on important curricular topics including studio
sequence and themes, technology sequence and knowledge areas, as well as cohort year coordination
between streams.

Curriculum Committee Meetings occur twice a month in which elected and appointed faculty vision, plan,
assign PCs and SCs to streams and approve curricular changes. The stream coordinators and programs
chairs make up the committee and bring stream level issues to discuss and make decisions. This
committee is the primary authority for curriculum management via the streams.

Capstone and M.Project Synthesis is an end of academic year forum with B.Arch and M.Arch students to
discuss the curricular approach to research and innovation and leadership and collaboration that
constitutes the final year of the programs. Students present their critical reflection of the final year that
provide input for improving the Capstone and M.Project offering in subsequent iterations.

The tables below (Table 8 and 9) explain each direct and indirect assessment activity that has been developed and
used by the SoA. The tables include a description of the assessment method, the parties involved in executing the
assessment including lead and support roles and the recurring schedule of assessment. The tables also indicate
how assessment outcomes led to adjustments and plans for improvement in the curriculum.
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Table 8. Direct methods of assessment, description, involved parties and recurring review cycle.
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Table 9. Indirect methods of assessment, description, involved parties and recurring review cycle.
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The SoA assesses throughout the academic year. Figure 11 below illustrates the direct and indirect assessment
methods used mapped on an annual calendar in a recurring cycle of when the assessment is conducted.

Figure 11. SoA assessment schedule that illustrates direct and indirect methods in a recurring annual cycle.
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The direct and indirect assessment methods used to review PCs and SCs are discussed in Section 3 — Program and
Student Criteria. See Table 1 in Section 3 — Program and Student Criteria that lists the PC and SCs with their
associated SoA direct and indirect methods of assessment and the schedule for recurring assessment to occur.

See Criterion 5 — Resources folder for evidence of each Assessment Method Session including agenda and photos.
5.3.1 The relationship between course assessment and curricular development, including NAAB program and student criteria.

Program Response:
The previous Section 5.3 with the associated assessment method tables explains the relationship between Course
Assessment and curricular development.

5.3.2 The roles and responsibilities of the personnel and committees involved in setting curricular agendas and initiatives,
including the curriculum committee, program coordinators, and department chairs or directors.

Program Response:

The SoA has several personnel and committees involved in curriculum planning and assessment. However,
curriculum is the domain of the Curriculum Committee made up of the elected stream coordinators and director
appointed program chairs with faculty appointed student representatives. The other parties, including the director,
stream faculty, studio coordinators, studio faculty, and the ASAC participate in curricular planning and assessment
through the Curriculum Committee. They are listed below with a description of their role and responsibility. Figure
11 below illustrates the parties involved in curricular planning and assessment and their relationship to one
another and the curriculum.

Director: The director facilitates overall vision and direction for the SoA; leads in the development of the planning
and assessment/accreditation process called SoA 2028 and its recurring schedule; and resources the execution of
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the curriculum through faculty, staff, GA/TA, facility and class-based support (field trips, materials, etc.). The
director is responsible for hiring and personnel management and review. They consult the Assembly and set the
agenda and facilitate the SoA Workshops during the academic year with support from the SoA staff.

Program Chairs: The steward for their respective program, the program chairs manage assessment and curriculum
proposals and serve as a connection between the director and faculty. Appointed by the director with input from
the Assembly. Program chairs lead Program Meetings and support stream coordinators in facilitating Stream
Assessments. The M.Arch program chair facilitates the M.Arch Milestone at the end of the penultimate year. They
support the work of the ASAC including facilitating Town Halls. The program chairs write and conduct the Exit
Survey assessment and report on the findings to the Curriculum Committee. They set the agenda and facilitate
Program Meetings with faculty teaching in their program. The B.Arch program chair works directly with studio
coordinators to execute the studio sequence and facilitates the studio coordinator meeting each semester.

Program Advisory Committee: The program chairs and SoA staff advise the director and collaborate
administratively to execute the B.Arch and M.Arch programs, SoA events, calendar, etc. The PAC sets the schedule
and actions for final reviews. The PAC made the initial proposal for the 2020 NAAB criteria assigned to the
appropriate stream and course. They develop assessment methods including the Studio Assessment Bento Boxes
and set forth agendas for assessment activities.

Stream Coordinators: Elected from the knowledge stream in which they teach by the faculty in that stream, the
stream coordinator calls and leads stream meetings and serves on the Curriculum Committee. The stream
coordinator leads the Stream Assessments for the courses in their stream.

Stream Faculty: The faculty teach across the knowledge streams — studio, history theory, building technology,
design communications and practice. The stream faculty, working with the stream coordinators propose curricular
changes in coordination with the program chair to the Curriculum Committee. The stream develops stream level
statements and learning objectives and participates in Stream Assessments.

Studio Coordinators: The foundation and core studios in the B.Arch program are 80-90 students per cohort. This
requires 5 or more sections led by a studio coordinator. The studio coordinator manages the execution of the
curriculum for the studio including both pedagogical approach and course management. They also coordinate the
studio and lecture course deadlines for the semester they lead. Studio coordinators participate in studio
coordinator meetings with the B.Arch program chair to assess and improve the sequence of the core stage of the
curriculum. Studio coordinators work with the PAC to schedule Studio Assessments and invite external reviewers
from the profession, community and academia to assess student work. The Capstone coordinator facilitates the
Capstone Synthesis and the M.Arch program chair is the coordinator for the M.Project Synthesis.

Program Faculty: The faculty teaching in a particular program (B.Arch, M.Arch or MS.Arch) are called program
faculty. Faculty may be assigned courses in more than one program in a particular semester or teach a course that
is co-convened with the expectation that they participate in Program Meetings in each program in which they
teach.

Curriculum Committee: Made up of the stream faculty and program chairs, as well as nominated students, the
Curriculum Committee reviews proposals and approves curricular changes and new programs. The chair is elected
from the membership of the committee. Prior to spring 2023, the director was the default chair of the Curriculum
Committee. Through a request of the Assembly a bylaw change was approved to provide more governing authority
of curriculum to the faculty. The Curriculum Committee approves NAAB PC and SC assignments to streams and
courses from the PAC, conducts Stream Assessments, and reports on stream meeting outcomes.

ASAC: The ASAC is elected by the student cohorts to represent and provide a voice to the PAC. The chair is selected
by the ASAC members. They survey and interview peers to assess the cultural life of the school. They co-conduct
Town Halls with the program chair and develop and maintain the Teaching and Learning Culture Policy of the SoA.
The ASAC attends SoA Workshops when invited to add their perspective and assessment when appropriate.
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Figure 11. Personnel and committees involved in curricular planning and assessment. Authority for curriculum is the
responsibility of the Curriculum Committee.

5.4 Human Resources and Human Resource Development

The program must demonstrate that it has appropriate and adequately funded human resources to support student learning
and achievement. Human resources include full- and part-time instructional faculty, administrative leadership, and technical,
administrative, and other support staff. The program must:

5.4.1 Demonstrate that it balances the workloads of all faculty in a way that promotes student and faculty achievement.

Program Response:
As of fall 2024, the SoA has the following human resources supporting its programs:

e 12 tenure track faculty for a total of 11.3 FTE
e 17 career track faculty (>50% time) for a total of 13.40 FTE
e 12 adjunct track faculty (<50% time) for a total of 3.35 FTE

This comes to 41 individual people for a total 28.05 FTE.

As of AY24-25, the SoA has 548 B.Arch students with ~180 students in the first year and 80-90 students in each
cohort from year 2 — 5. There are a total of 29 M.Arch students and 6 MS.Arch students. The total student body at
approximately 583. At 28.05 faculty FTE, there is a 21:1 faculty to student ratio. The total faculty FTE in the school
is down compared to AY22-23 per Table 10. Comparatively, during AY22-23, with an enrollment of ~450 students,
there was a 14:1 faculty to student ratio. The reduction in overall FTE and faculty to student ratio is a result of the
budget challenges at U of A as outlined in Section 5.2.4 SWOT analysis.

Each faculty member is assigned a Distribution of Effort (DOE) by the director at the start of each academic year
through consultation with the faculty member. The DOE designates the primary responsibilities in teaching,
research, and service. DOEs may be updated throughout the academic year to reflect the actual workload. The
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DOE approximates the assigned responsibilities to guide the faculty member activities and conduct annual
performance reviews and ensure equity in workload estimations that no one faculty member is overburdened.

Table 10. Total SoA number and FTE of faculty by track.

Faculty Track AY22-23 AY23-24 AY24-25
Tenure Track (13) 12.20 FTE (13) 11.90 FTE (12) 11.3 FTE
Career Track (>50%) (14) 11.48 FTE (16) 12.55 FTE (17) 13.40 FTE
Adjunct Track (<50%) (19) 7.92 FTE (16) 3.86 FTE (12) 3.35 FTE
Totals (46) 31.6 FTE (45) 28.31 FTE (41) 28.05 FTE

In the SoA, generally, a 3-CU course is considered 20% DOE for the semester or 10% for the academic year. A 6-CU
course (studio) is considered 40% DOE for the semester or 20% for the academic year. Consideration is made by
the director for enrollment numbers in courses, GTA and TA assignments or lack thereof, team teaching, advising
on MS.Arch theses, and other unique impacts on the over DOE for teaching. Tenure eligible and tenured faculty in
the SoA usually have a 50% - 60% Teaching DOE. Career Track faculty and Lecturer faculty usually have an 80-90%
Teaching DOE. Teaching effort of faculty in the school has increased during the budget crisis. Faculty are not
required to carry additional credit units and courses. Rather, teaching loads have increased by virtue of larger
section enrollments in studios and lecture courses, there is no team teaching as was common prior to AY23-24,
and there has been a reduction in teaching assistant support in some courses.

For service, since not all committees require equivalent work, and since roles on the committees vary, the Service
DOE assignment is a prediction that can be corrected later to reflect more closely, the actual time spent. The
Service DOE for faculty in the SoA ranges from 0 — 20% with the upper end reflecting a significant service role such
as stream coordinators and Curriculum Committee member or Faculty Status Committee member. The SoA bylaws
dictate the faculty track and where they are eligible to serve in the SoA and college. As outlined in Section 5.2.4,
fewer overall faculty FTEs is challenging the school and college to fill the necessary committees and service roles
required for shared governance. Research workloads for faculty are approximates and depend on the track. Tenure
eligible and tenured faculty have a greater research DOE. The research, scholarly and creative work DOE is
generally between 20%-40% depending on the amount of load in Teaching and Service. Career track and lecturer
faculty generally do not have a research DOE. (See SoA bylaws Article Xl Section 1 Distribution of Effort).

5.4.2 Demonstrate that it has an Architect Licensing Advisor who is actively performing the duties defined in the NCARB
position description. These duties include attending the biannual NCARB Licensing Advisor Summit and/or other training
opportunities to stay up-to-date on the requirements for licensure and ensure that students have resources to make informed
decisions on their path to licensure.

Program Response:

The Architect Licensing Advisor from 2016 to fall 2023 was Mary Hardin who retired. Since then, Professor Michael
Kothke, AIA, NCARB, ASID has been serving in the role. He is an active practicing architect and has held positions in
the AIA leadership in Arizona. Michael is attending the 2025 NCARB Licensing Advisor Summit and has taken
training to stay up to date on the requirements for licensure. He manages and teaches the internship class each
semester and summer wherein students work for an architecture under the supervision of an architect licensed in
the U.S. or Canada or gain other relevant practice experience to gain course credit and NCARB AXP hours. The SoA
held a path to licensure workshop for all B.Arch and M.Arch students in the spring of 2023. Guest speakers
included leadership from NCARB that were visiting Arizona that week. In the fall of 2023, Professor Kothke advised
a licensing workshop that AIAS and NOMA hosted with a guest speaker in the same subject and in the spring of
2024, he organized a workshop with Ed Marley, VP for NCARB and a Tucson practicing architect and partner at
Swaim Associates. Attendance was poor in the spring, so the SoA will focus on a fall event and advertise more
widely.

See Criterion 5 — Resources for evidence of Pathway to Licensure that includes photos from the NCARB workshops
and a syllabus of the internship class.
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5.4.3 Demonstrate that faculty and staff have opportunities to pursue professional development that contributes to program
improvement.

Program Response:

The SoA aims to provide development support for research travel, continuing education and training workshop
attendance to faculty and staff of all ranks by request to the director. The availability of professional development
was higher prior to the budget crisis during AY23-24. Operational dollars for the school have been decreased by
26% post-budget crisis. Faculty and staff submit requests using the U of A 3" party system called Concur, which is
approved or denied by the director based on prioritization of faculty members’ development and alignment with
the mission of the school and university. However, there continues to be healthy support from the school for field
trips to cover faculty costs associated with teaching-oriented travel and project-based support for classroom
materials, experiments, etc. Tenured faculty receive a sabbatical and a 10% increase in salary just after obtaining
tenure or promotion to another rank. Sabbaticals are not available to career track or lecturer faculty and
promotional raises are not automatic.

CAPLA provides a teaching innovation seed grant and research innovation seed grant that SoA faculty regularly are
awarded to pursue their own interests in professional development that benefits the college and thus school. For
example, there are currently two active teaching grants to SoA faculty supported by CAPLA. Faculty are also
encouraged to pursue external grant funding and may negotiate course buyouts to work on research. The CAPLA
business office and the College of Engineering ERAS (grants office) support faculty research grant development and
submission, however the CAPLA business office provides post-award project management and close out. CAPLA
has an Associate Dean for Research who supports and advises faculty in research. In addition, research is driven by
the Drachman Institute, a community-engaged research center in which faculty work on outreach scholarship.

Faculty regularly take their research into the classroom. This is managed through the B.Arch Research and
Innovation Stage where faculty create groups to focus on themes related to grand challenges. The coursework that
is developed by faculty for the R&I tracks through advanced studios and electives aligns with faculty research or
practice interests. Some examples include health and wellness, adaptive environments, community design, policy
design, etc. Each semester there are one or two elective opportunities that exist outside of the R&l where faculty
may submit to the Curriculum Committee for selection and approval. See the CAPLA website for more information
about research and practice support for faculty.

At U of A more broadly, there is support for research faculty from the Office of Research, Innovation and Impact to
help advance the development, submission and management of externally funded projects. Support comes by way
of one-on-one support during a proposal development cycle or trainings through seminars and workshops on the
grant navigation and management process at U of A. This office also manages the research integrity program and
human subject protection program with associated online trainings for compliance with federal laws.

Regarding teaching, the University Center for Assessment, Teaching and Technology provides consultations and
workshops to help faculty improve their teaching with offerings on course design, curricular planning, instructional
strategy, course and program assessment and the use of technology and multimedia. The Disability Resource
Center provides faculty with course delivery content that is inherently accessible and reduces the need for
individual accommodations. The UA Academic Leadership Institute is a yearlong program for 25 faculty and
campus leaders to improve their leadership capabilities and one faculty member in the school has participated.
The Office of Diversity and Inclusion offers the Inclusive Leadership Institute. Several SoA faculty have participated
in this one-year program that aims at developing thought leaders who can advance diversity, equity and inclusion
excellence in their units.

Faculty and staff have opportunities to pursue professional development. Resources available on the Human
Resources website orient faculty and staff to a myriad of online trainings through the university platform called
EDGE. It is the same platform that faculty and staff engage for required training around data privacy / FERPA as
well as other topics. The university champions “Career Conversations” as a program for fostering open dialogue
and constructive improvement between staff and supervisors and “Crucial Conversations” for navigating conflict
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resolutions between all employees and supervisors. Faculty and staff also have free, confidential, short-term
counseling available through a program called ComPsych.

The Staff Council is a group at the U of A whose goal is to enhance the quality of career life for Classified and
University Staff by providing advocacy, information and resources. Human Resources Consulting and Employee
Advising works with supervisors and employees, respectively, to foster a positive and effective workplace for all.
These are excellent resources for workplace concerns that are not related to protected category status as set forth
in the Nondiscrimination and Anti-harassment Policy.

5.4.4 Describe the support services available to students in the program, including but not limited to academic and personal
advising, mental well-being, career guidance, internship, and job placement.

Program Response:

At CAPLA, students have access to advisors who can support them in navigating both academic and personal
challenges. The college has a dedicated recruiter who works with advisors and administrators to answer questions
about admissions and program selection. For declared majors, the B.Arch program students have two academic
advisors, one for 1%t year — fall of 3"dyear and another for spring 3" year — 5t year. The M.Arch program shares an
advisor with the other graduate programs in the college. The advising staff, supervised by the Associate Dean of
Academic Affairs in CAPLA, works closely with the director, program chairs, and the faculty in the SoA to support
students who may be in danger of failing at midterm. The SoA has a process whereby faculty are asked to
proactively notify advisors of failing students; in addition to the faculty member meeting with the student, the
advisor meets with the student to maximize the opportunity for success in the course. Good communication with
the advising team allows the advisor to compare notes on the student’s performance in other courses and
determine if there are extenuating circumstances for which the student may need more intervention.

At U of A there are several resources for students to get help outside of the college. The Disability Resource Center
leads the University in a progressive and proactive approach to campus accessibility. Its goal is to ensure that
disabled employees, students and visitors have a similar, if not identical, experience to that of their non-disabled
counterparts. The DRC works with students to determine if there is a need for an accommodation request. The
SoA faculty receive recommendations for accommodations from the DRC and work with students so they can
complete their education successfully.

In addition to the DRC, the U of A Dean of Students handles violations of codes of academic integrity and student
conduct. This office also supports faculty with students or students with classmate behaviors that may be
disruptive and threatening. The office has Coordinators of Student Advocacy and Assistance who are a resource
when students are concerned about well-being. Campus Health and Counseling and Psych Services is a group of
licensed professionals who provide psychological and psychiatric services to U of A students, faculty and staff.
Finally, the Ombuds Program can help students address concerns and challenges in an effective and constructive
manner through consultation, coaching, and providing an objective, neutral view of the situation. The Ombuds
Office serves all levels of UA faculty, staff, and students in all UA units and colleges who have a university-related
concern. The Office of Institutional Equity handles Title VI and Title IX complaints. The Graduate College at U of A
supports M.Arch students in admissions, teaching and research assistantship identification, funding and financial
information, and disciplinary navigation.

CAPLA hosts a virtual interview fair in the fall semester and an in-person on campus interview fair in the spring
semester each year with visiting architecture and other design firms. These interview fairs are accompanied by
resume and portfolio advisement workshops. Also, the SoA hosts an annual NCARB path to licensure workshop to
learn about the AXP process. The SoA has an internship elective course that can be taken either semester and in
the summer term and CAPLA manages an externship program in the summer.

5.5 Social Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion
The program must demonstrate its commitment to diversity and inclusion among current and prospective faculty, staff, and
students. The program must:
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5.5.1 Describe how this commitment is reflected in the distribution of its human, physical, and financial resources.

Program Response:

The U of A has a commitment to diversity and inclusion. The Office of Diversity and Inclusion is directed by the Vice
Provost and Chief Inclusion Officer. The Office is responsible for embedding the principles of diversity and equity in
every practice at U of A to promote inclusion and compassion. The roots of this office began in 2016 through a
grassroots effort from student leaders to support minoritized students to success. To date, more than $2.8 million
has been allocated to advancing campus racial equity with student priorities in the following areas: student
representation and success, mental health, alternatives to police response, faculty/staff/administrator
representation, education and training, accountability and campus space. The most recent statement from the
Office focuses on compassion and inclusion for transgender and LGBTQ+ students. For more information about the
Office and its services, visit Office of Diversity and Inclusion.

During the last strategic planning effort in 2019, measures for inclusive excellence were outlined. In the wake of
Black Lives Matter, student and alumni concerns regarding inclusion motivated a group of students in the summer
of 2020 to mobilize a group focused on CAPLA diversity, equity, and inclusion efforts. In fall 2020, a group of
faculty through grassroots efforts assembled an equity, diversity, and inclusion ad hoc committee with the goal to
enact the objectives outlined in the strategic plan and respond to the encouragement of students and alumni for
action. The committee has been integral to tracking EDI initiatives through the last CAPLA strategic plan including
the following strategic objectives: 1) Recruit, support and retain successful students who reflect the future of
Arizona and will be active contributors during school; 2) Reinforce an inclusive and respectful environmental where
all contribute to CAPLA success; and 3) Prioritize wellbeing, equity and diversity as central tenet of CAPLA culture.
The committee, led by the Associate Dean for Academic Affairs, has been open to all faculty and staff who desire
to participate. Due to the positive impact of the group, the committee has become a standing committee of the
faculty. The committee, and hence CAPLA and the SoA’s vision for EDI includes a commitment to fostering
equitable opportunities for diverse people and promoting inclusive participation. The tenets of EDI at CAPLA
include the following:

e We expect the programs and initiatives of CAPLA to reflect the society that we serve.

e  We advocate for non-discrimination and respect for the human and civil rights of all.

e We assert that social justice and equity are inextricably linked to environmental stewardship and
sustainability.

e We acknowledge the pillars of equity, diversity and inclusion in all aspects of CAPLA endeavors including
teaching and learning, research and outreach, mentorship and employment, as well as in our community
and business transactions.

The committee in consultation with faculty, staff, students and alumni has been taking the following EDI measures:
Operations, Reporting and Goal-Setting, Student and Faculty Support, Training, Conflict Resolution, and
Communications and Mentoring. The accomplishments from these measures are extensive and outlined in Table
11 below.

In 2024-2025, CAPLA faculty are considering how best to regularize the composition and meeting schedule of the
EDI Committee as part of a larger committee reorganization for effective shared governance and advocacy with
the aim to make equity, diversity, and inclusion a part of every facet of CAPLA and the SoA. The activity for AY24-
25 is to work under the direction of the Acting Associate Dean for Student Affairs on a grant to decolonize the
curricula of the programs in CAPLA.

The bibliographical guide that was developed by the committee was supported by the efforts of the University
Libraries and is organized by the following sections: Societal Systems and Structures of Inequity,
Teaching/Education, Architecture, and Cities. See the University Libraries webpage “Resources on Equity, Diversity
and Inclusion, and the Built Environment”.
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Table 11. CAPLA EDI Committee accomplishments.

2020-2022

2022-2024

Drafted a CAPLA EDI vision and EDI Committee
mission.

Gathered and made available demographic data for
all programs and cohorts—in order to benchmark
and set goals for recruitment and retention of
diverse students, faculty, staff and administrators.
Joined the National Organization of Minority
Architects and created a CAPLA NOMAS student
chapter.

Conducted mandatory implicit bias training for all
faculty and staff and supervisory harassment
prevention training for administrators.

Created a new CAPLA EDI webpage and dashboard
including featured EDI narratives, a list of initiatives
and indication of their implementation status,
presentation of demographics, description of EDI
committee membership, a list of associated
student organizations and other resources.
Developed an anti-racism bibliography making it
and the listed texts available to the CAPLA
community and using them to inform discussions to
create a shared understanding of racism and other
kinds of discrimination.

Drafted guidelines for CAPLA guests and visitors in
order to inform them about our culture and our
expectations for professional and equitable
interaction with members of the CAPLA
community.

Drafted a conflict resolution primer for students

Prioritizing diversity and inclusion in all job
searches.

Requiring EDI training for all newly hired and
ongoing faculty and staff supervisors in order to
prevent harassment and discrimination, including
micro-aggressions.

Scheduling occasional faculty and staff trainings to
address topics such as conflict resolution strategies,
threat identification, and student mental health
conditions that may impact different sub-
populations of the CAPLA community differently.
Providing occasional bystander intervention
training for student ambassadors, student building
monitors and leaders of student organizations.
Setting student recruitment goals for local, state
and regional recruitment of specific
underrepresented populations in high schools and
community colleges.

Launching a First Generation Student Alliance.
Providing faculty and peer mentoring to students at
difficult transition points in our curricula.

Creating and maintaining a roster of students who
are eligible for need-based graduate funding
packages.

Fundraising at different scales and in different
ways—in order to help meet tuition, fee,
technology and/or material costs for students in
need.

Creating regular forums for students, faculty, staff,
administrators and alumni to discuss EDI issues in a
safe space.

Evaluating our curricula and pedagogies for EDI,
identifying and showcasing models in CAPLA
programs and elsewhere.

Working through the Drachman Institute to engage
with diverse and underserved local communities.
Developing website profiles, other coverage and
opportunities to celebrate diverse contributions
that showcase the diverse members of the CAPLA
community.

5.5.2 Describe its plan for maintaining or increasing the diversity of its faculty and staff since the last accreditation cycle, how it
has implemented the plan, and what it intends to do during the next accreditation cycle. Also, compare the program’s faculty
and staff demographics with that of the program’s students and other benchmarks the program deems relevant.

Program Response:
The U of A Human Resources website under Affirmative Action states,
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“The University of Arizona is committed to equal opportunity and affirmative action in all aspects of
employment for qualified minorities, women, individuals with disabilities, and protected veterans. The
university's Affirmative Action Program acts as an audit tool to help identify areas of underutilization for
these groups. If the university determines that its workforce does not adequately reflect the available
labor market in a job group, it will create placement goals to promote good-faith corrective efforts. The
Affirmative Action Program is an important tool the university uses to live its values and meet Equal
Employment Opportunity regulations.”

The data in this section is taken from UAnalytics, the U of A institutional data platform. The SoA faculty is
imbalanced in numbers and FTE between tenure line (11.3 FTE) and career track / adjunct faculty (16.75 FTE).
There is a plan to increase the tenure line faculty numbers in the future, however, there is not a clear budget
model to make this happen in place at U of A yet. This is to be determined in the coming months. Diversity of
faculty background between primarily academic and primarily practice is important to bring a variety of
perspectives, experience and expertise to student learning.

In 2016, at the time of the previous NAAB accreditation, the SoA diversity identification was 80% White. Racial and
ethnic diversity has improved in the SoA since. Faculty race and ethnic identification in fall of 2022 in the SoA is as
follows: 64.8% White, 9.3% Hispanic or Latinx, 7.4% Asian, 7.4% Not Reported, 3.7% Two or More Races, and 1.9%
Black or African American. Faculty diversity representation in the SoA is greater in relation to the institutional
diversity populations; however, there is room to continue improving the racial diversity of the SoA faculty to
reflect the student body and demographics of the region. See Table 12 for the side-by-side comparison of race and
ethnicity populations in the SoA faculty, U of A faculty and Pima County generally.

Table 12. Race and ethnicity faculty reporting for the SoA, U of A and Pima County.

Race and Ethnicity SoA (2024) | U of A (2023) Pima County (2020)
White 68.8% 72% 50.3%
Hispanic or Latinx 9.3% 6% 38.5%
Asian 7.4% 10.5% 3.3%
American Indian / <1% <1% 4.5%
Alaska Native
Black or African 1.9% 7% 4.4%
American
Pacific Islander <1% <1% <3%
Two or More Races 3.7% <1% Unknown
Not Reported 7.4% Unknown Unknown

Prior to the last accreditation visit, the previous director of the SoA made a conscious effort to increase the gender
diversity of the faculty to have more female representation. In 2016, 58% of the tenure track faculty were female
and 35% of the career track and adjunct faculty were female. There continues to be considerable gender equity in
the SoA today. As of fall 2022, the gender distribution of the faculty in the SoA is 48.1% Female and 51.9% Male.
This is compared with the faculty at the U of A broadly that is quite similar at 54% Female and 46% Male (2023).
Pima County gender distribution is 48.9% Female and 51.1% Male (2020). See Table 13.

Table 13. Gender diversity faculty reporting for the SoA, U of A and Pima County.

Gender SoA (2022) | U of A (2023) Pima County (2020)
Female 48.1% 54% 48.9%
Male 51.9% 46% 51.1%

The U of A offers the Inclusive Leadership Institute. Faculty may apply and be selected to be a “fellow” and
participate in a community of learning that fosters leaders and champions for inclusivity on campus. The training
includes issues of justice, equity, diversity and inclusion with the purpose of developing thought-leaders. Once
enrolled, faculty participants attend eight 2-hour workshops sessions and commit to one year involvement. They
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participate in mentorship and coaching sessions with a senior university leader and complete a final project. Four
SoA faculty have participated in the program since the last accreditation visit and were integral parties to forming
the EDI committee at CAPLA. The college has also hosted the Emerging Faculty Fellows program, a two-year hire
that infuses the community with relevant research and teaching. The first fellow was a Black planner from Ghana
and the second fellow, currently in their second year of the fellowship, is a women public history scholar from
Belgium.

5.5.3 Describe its plan for maintaining or increasing the diversity of its students since the last accreditation cycle, how it has
implemented the plan, and what it intends to do during the next accreditation cycle. Also, compare the program'’s student
demographics with that of the institution and other benchmarks the program deems relevant.

Program Response:
The U of A issued the following statement after the U.S. Supreme Court’s ruling that colleges cannot consider race
in admissions:

“Arizona state law has prohibited the consideration of race or ethnicity in university admissions since
2010. As the state's land grant university and a Hispanic Serving Institution, we are proud to have seen
significant growth in diverse student enrollment over the last decade. In the last 10 years, our first-year
class has increased from 39% students of color to 47%. We expect the fall 2023 first-year class to bring
slightly more students of color to the University of Arizona.”

The U of A and the SoA racial and ethnic diversity has not been significantly impacted by the recent U.S. Supreme
Court decision in Students for Fair Admissions that does not allow affirmative action in college admissions.
According to UAnalytics, the U of A data platform, the SoA race and ethnicity diversity demographics have stayed
relatively static from 2021 — 2024 (Fig.12). Students are counted in every race/ethnicity group in which they self-
identify in UAccess; therefore, the total percentage can exceed 100%. As of fall 2024 in the SoA there are 43%
White, 28% Hispanic or Latinx, 6.5% Two or more races, and less than 5% Black or African American, Asian,
American Indian or Alaska Native, and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander. The SoA has fewer White
students, slightly higher number of Hispanic students, and 4.4% fewer Black students compared with the
institution; however, the other race and ethnic group identification percentage is similar. Compared to the
geographic population of the region, the SoA should increase in Hispanic and Latinx population by 10.5%. To do so,
the SoA is planning to reinstate a summer architecture immersion program in 2025 that was offered to junior high
and high school students prior to COVID. The SoA plans to recruit for the summer program from public schools in
historically Hispanic neighborhood and have a Latinx faculty member teach the program. See Table 14 for the side-
by-side comparison of race and ethnicity populations in the SoA, U of A and Pima County.
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Figure 12. SoA student race and ethnicity identification (2021 — 2024). Students can self-identify to more than one
group so the total percentage can exceed 100%
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Table 14. Race and ethnicity student reporting for the SoA, U of A and Pima County.

Race and Ethnicity SoA (2024) | U of A (2023) Pima County (2020)
White 43% 65.4% 50.3%
Hispanic or Latinx 28% 25.7% 38.5%

Asian 3% 10.5% 3.3%
American Indian or 2% <5% 4.5%
Alaska Native

Black or African 2.5% 6.9% 4.4%
American
Pacific Islander .5% <5% <3%

The SoA as of fall 2022 had a gender distribution of 53.4% Female compared to the U of A at 55.2% (2023) Female
and Pima County at 48.9% (2020). See Table 15.

Table 15. Gender diversity student reporting for the SoA, U of A and Pima County.

Gender SoA (2022) | U of A (2023) Pima County (2020)
Female 53.4% 55.2% 48.9%
Male 46.6% 44.8% 51.1%

An important effort that the SoA takes toward encouraging racial, ethnic, and economic diversity in the

undergraduate student body is in the first year of the B.Arch program. The B.Arch program has an open admissions
process for the foundations year. This means that students who meet the university and program requirements
for admission may take B.Arch foundation courses. The students' performance in first year is the basis by which
their matriculation to 2" year is determined. The SoA cannot accommodate all students who pass architecture
courses in the 2" year, due to space and faculty resource restrictions. Students who fail one or more of the fall
foundation courses, ARC 101 and ARC 131, may repeat in the spring and then finish the spring ARC 102 and 121
courses in the summer. This process is to grant students who may not have the study skills at admission or have
had trouble adjusting to college life, another opportunity to matriculate into the professional program. According
to the literature, students of color and students from lower middle-class families historically do not perform as
well in the first year of college (Horwitz, 2020). The school is aiming to provide a mechanism for all students to
improve and increase their chances to matriculate. The seven (7) students who did take ARC 102 and 121 in the
summer of 2023, for example, were all economically or racially diverse based on advising records. All seven of the
students matriculated to ARC 201 in the 2"d year of the program.

5.5.4 Document what institutional, college, or program policies are in place to further Equal Employment

Opportunity/Affirmative Action (EEO/AA), as well as any other social equity, diversity, and inclusion initiatives at the program,
college, or institutional level.

Program Response:

The U of A statement on EEO/AA is included below:

“At the University of Arizona, we value our inclusive climate because we know that diversity in

experiences and perspectives is vital to advancing innovation, critical thinking, solving complex problems,
and creating an inclusive academic community. As a Hispanic-serving institution, we translate these values
into action by seeking individuals who have experience and expertise working with diverse students,
colleagues, and constituencies. Because we seek a workforce with a wide range of perspectives and
experiences, we provide equal employment opportunities to applicants and employees without regard to
race, color, religion, sex, national origin, age, disability, veteran status, sexual orientation, gender identity,
or genetic information. As an Employer of National Service, we also welcome alumni of AmeriCorps,
Peace Corps, and other national service programs and others who will help us advance our Inclusive
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Excellence initiative aimed at creating a university that values student, staff and faculty engagement in
addressing issues of diversity and inclusiveness.”

Since 2019, CAPLA has made commitments to EDI at all levels of the college. These plans and outcomes are
recorded on the CAPLA website. As part of the 2019 strategic plan, CAPLA outlined three EDI objectives to address
“making CAPLA a leader in inclusive excellence”. The objectives are as follows:

1. Recruit, support and retain successful students who reflect the future of Arizona and the communities we
serve.

2. Reinforce an inclusive and respectful environment where all faculty, administrators, staff, students and
outside partners contribute to CAPLA’s success.

3. Prioritize wellbeing, equity and diversity as a central tenet of CAPLA culture in all our activities.

Under each of these objectives are goals with time frames, responsibilities and status updates. The website also
has a link to EDI resources as they relate to architecture and built environment disciplines in the college. The
website has data on demographics for diversity monitoring. Clubs exist in the college that address diversity
including NOMA, Freedom by Design, Puente (Hispanic student organization) and Women in Architecture Society.
Notably, all four clubs are advised by architecture faculty. Finally, the website includes media stories about
CAPLA’s diversity efforts and highlights the diversity of students and faculty.

See the CAPLA website for information on the college’s approach to EEO/AA and equity, diversity, inclusion and
belonging: EDI webpage.

See U of A webpage under Human Resources website for information regarding the university’s affirmative action
program.

5.5.5 Describe the resources and procedures in place to provide adaptive environments and effective strategies to support
faculty, staff, and students with different physical and/or mental abilities.

Program Response:

The U of A provides resources to students, faculty and staff with different physical and/or mental abilities. The
Dean of Students has the Office of Counseling and Psychological Services with counseling and mental health
consultation available to all parties. Furthermore, the Disability Resource Center at U of A advocates for mental
and physically different faculty, staff and students to request accommodations for work and study to allow all to
succeed on campus. CAPLA and the SoA take reasonable efforts to accommodate different needs as well and
consider all requests from the Disability Resource Center. In the recent past this has resulted in identifying a flex
room for students with auditory stimulation concerns to sit during louder studio sessions. Also, accommodation
was made in AY23-24 for a faculty member to teach in a particular room to meet their physical needs.

The U of A fulfills the American Disability Act through their Design and Specification standard that outlines all
Campus Accessibility Requirements. This is achieved through a coordinated collaboration between Facilities
Management, Planning, Design, and Construction, and Parking and Transportation Services regarding campus
building, facility and transportation access. These partnerships use universal design principles when reviewing new
building plans, renovations, and transportation routes and to create future planning for ensuring universal campus
access and inclusion. During the 2022 renovation to the West Building of CAPLA, gender neutral restrooms were
installed on all three floors to replace the gendered restrooms that were previously there. CAPLA added a lactation
room on the 2" floor of the East Building in fall of 2022. Moreover, the SoA has installed a new automatically
opening accessibility door to the SoA offices to accommodate students, faculty and staff with different abilities.
CAPLA facilities are ADA accessible throughout and has one elevator.

5.6 Physical Resources
The program must describe its physical resources and demonstrate how they safely and equitably support the program’s
pedagogical approach and student and faculty achievement. Physical resources include but are not limited to the following:
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CAPLA inhabits two buildings that are connected by a common outdoor stair (Fig.13). Renovated in 2022, the
three-level west building houses the Sundt Gallery, Student and Alumni Center, Faculty/Staff Offices, the Dean's
Office, Studio Spaces, Collaborative Spaces, and the Drachman Institute. The west building also houses a lecture
hall controlled by the university, two classrooms, the plotter room, photo lab, and computer lab. The CAPLA East
Building is a three level and penthouse building that is home to both the School of Architecture and the School of
Landscape Architecture and Planning offices, large studio spaces and a conference room that looks out over the
Catalina Mountains to the north. Its distinctive design features a full glass north side, allowing studio spaces to be
bathed in natural light. The bottom floor hosts an extensive 10,000 square foot indoor / outdoor MaterialsLlab and
model shop, providing ample resources for hands-on learning and experimentation.

ﬁ’—-:'ﬁ%"‘-‘-‘w'ﬁ:

Figure 13. CAPLA east building to the left and west building to the right as viewed from the north.
5.6.1 Space to support and encourage studio-based learning.

Program Response:

The studio spaces at CAPLA are designed to inspire creativity and collaboration. With expansive, flexible layouts
and abundant natural light streaming through large windows, these spaces foster an environment conducive to
innovative design work. Studio spaces are located throughout both the CAPLA East and CAPLA West buildings
(Fig.14). The West building completed in 2023 has an automated ventilation system that moves natural air through
the studios and Sundt Gallery as a response to concerns of air quality that emerged during COVID. The CAPLA
studios has structure and MEP systems that are intentionally left exposed as a learning artifact for students.
Additionally, their strategic placement adjacent to faculty offices and breakout spaces promotes active learning
and mentorship, enhancing the educational experience for students. Studio spaces are organized into pods that
accommodate a section of studio. Students in the Foundation studio use hot desks, while students in the B.Arch 2-
5 years and M.Arch program have dedicated desks. Each studio section has access to a white board and large
monitor on a cart. The Sundt Gallery is a large clerestory lit space for studio reviews and exhibits (Fig.16). Studios
also use a meeting and review breakout space called the Green Room which has superior acoustical properties for
discursive studio discussions.

Flgure 14. Studio space on the 2nd floor of the east bu:/dmg
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Figure 15. Capstone reviews béing held in the Sundt Gallery.

5.6.2 Space to support and encourage didactic and interactive learning, including lecture halls, seminar spaces, small group
study rooms, labs, shops, and equipment.

Program Response:

CAPLA has one lecture hall that is controlled by central scheduling. Lectures are often held in this room and when
booked, nearby buildings provide large lecture hall spaces, so students do not have to walk far to get to classes.
CAPLA east and west buildings however have two acoustically isolated classrooms, a computer lab with 30
stations, several huddle spaces that provide break out rooms near studios, a printing/plotting room, and a photo
lab with VR equipment and a space for photographing models. The MaterialsLab and Model Shop is a 10,000 SF
space (Fig.16). The Model Shop is home to four laser cutters and a dozen 3D printers as well as fine-grained work.
This lab is open 24/7 by key card access. The MaterialsLab is adjacent and houses a full metal and wood workshop
including a CNC room for milling, a robot arm and a 3.5 axis CNC panel cutter, augmenting traditional analog shop
tools. There is interior space for the machines, and outdoor space covered for fabrication work and used in
hospitable Tucson weather. Students engage in the shop through studio, building technology and design
communications course work primarily. There is a full-time shop manager and shop staff person, as well as 5-8
student monitors in any given semester that support interactive and didactic learning.

I

Figure 16. Students casting plaster in thé MaterialsLab.
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5.6.3 Space to support and encourage the full range of faculty roles and responsibilities, including preparation for teaching,
research, mentoring, and student advising.

Program Response:

In the $10M 2022 renovation, energy and air quality upgrades were integrated in addition to much needed
additional studio and faculty office space. This has improved the indoor environmental quality for faculty, staff and
students. In the renovation three huddle rooms were added that connect studios to faculty offices where studio
sections may meet or faculty may conduct a seminar, or research groups can gather. Furthermore, an informal
meeting space was added to the architecture office in 2022. Faculty often use these spaces for course planning,
meeting with students in groups, or one on one. The Underwood Garden, to the south of the CAPLA east building,
is an outdoor landscape that interprets the ecoregions of the Sonoran Desert and is an instructive water
management and bio-diversity case study that recirculates the condensate from the air conditioning system
through the pond (Fig.17). Furthermore, a shell pavilion and garden are located west of the West Building.

See the CAPLA webpage “Our Facilities” for more information.
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Figure 17. Underwood Garden to the south of the east building.

5.6.4 Resources to support all learning formats and pedagogies in use by the program. If the program’s pedagogy does not
require some or all of the above physical resources, the program must describe the effect (if any) that online, off-site, or hybrid
formats have on digital and physical resources.

Program Response:

The B.Arch and M.Arch programs are in-person on-campus programs. The facilities: studios, labs, review rooms,
huddle rooms, conference rooms and gallery all support the pedagogy of the program adequately. Courses are
managed on the learning management system called D2L. There is a dedicated individual in the college that
supports this environment and works with faculty on course development and management in D2L. During COVID,
the U of A, as with most universities, pivoted to live online learning. U of A adopted Zoom as the video conference
platform and still uses it today to supplement courses. When faculty are out of town for research or a conference
and miss one class, they will teach from the road through Zoom.

The U of A has a campus-wide concern with the lack of space available for large lecture courses to meet in person.
The B.Arch program now has 80-90 in a cohort. All non-studio courses in the 2"d — 4t year need large lecture halls
to accommodate students. The lack of availability makes scheduling difficult for the SoA staff and students are
being required to walk great distances for classes across campus. Twice in the past academic year, courses were
moved to live online format due to the lack of space. A hybrid format of in person and live online allows for
flexibility. However, meeting online is an exception and not a rule and is avoided due to the advertised format of
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the courses. Recently, it was discovered that SoA courses were not scheduled at regular times that is followed by
the rest of campus causing challenges with identifying large lecture halls for the B.Arch cohort. This has been
rectified which has made scheduling easier. However, a long-term plan for additional lecture halls at U of A is
needed to meet the needs of growing in-person student courses in the CAPLA programs.

The U of A Libraries has several facilities to support student learning as well as faculty development and pedagogy
including:

e Computers stations and software including AutoCAD, SolidWorks, etc.

e  CATalyst Studios with state-of-the-art Data Studio, VR/AR Studio and a Maker Studio with training.

e Inthe Maker Studio, there are 3D printing services, fabrication tools, laser cutters, vinyl cutters, CNC
router and CNC mill.

e Students can borrow equipment including iPads, laptops, projectors, cameras, headphones, etc.

e There are over 100 group and individual study rooms available.

See U of A Library report on NAAB accreditation in Criterion 5 — Resources folder of evidence for a full list of the
facilities and services available to students and faculty.

5.7 Financial Resources
The program must demonstrate that it has the appropriate institutional support and financial resources to support student
learning and achievement during the next term of accreditation.

Program Response:

The SoA annual budget is provided from the U of A through the CAPLA business office. The dean, in consultation
with school directors and the Assistant Dean of Finance and Administration makes final determinations based on
the needs of the college and its units. The budget of the SoA is organized into personnel and operations. Personnel
includes all faculty, staff, administration and student employee costs including benefits. The operational expense
categories include faculty and staff travel, IT, office supplies, membership dues, NAAB accreditation, studio reviews
(reviewers and food), lectures and events, course project supplies, MaterialsLab and Model Shop, and other taxes
and fees.

The challenges for the SoA associated with the budget difficulties are outlined in Section 5.2.4 under the Threats
heading. The budget crisis during FY2023-2024 at U of A has resulted in a new centralized budget model for
FY2024-2025 and beyond. The central budget no longer based on new activity or growth. This is an issue for
colleges and schools trying to innovate and bring on new initiatives, degree programs and projects. Furthermore,
in the centralized budget model, the effective personnel budget is lower because of added personnel expenses
required to be absorbed by the units (ERE benefits, mandatory cost of living and merit raises, and an increase in
the graduate assistant stipend rate).

This has resulted in a reduction of $334,000 in overall budget from FY2024 to FY2025. During that period, this
constitutes a 30% lower operational budget and a neutral personnel budget as reflected in Table 16. This has
already had negative impacts on the ability for faculty to travel for research and the ability of the school’s plans to
compensate guest reviewers during Studio Assessments. Also, there has been a reduction in adjunct numbers and
an increase in the total FTE of career track faculty taking on larger enrollment courses which makes managing
school and college committees challenging. This is exacerbated by an increased enrollment that was initiated
through the previous growth incentive budget model for which there are no longer incentives to maintain or
increase.

However, through goodwill and creative management, the SoA has been able to continue to support students in
field trips, and deliver on the mission of the B.Arch and M.Arch programs. Despite these challenges and unknown
mechanisms in the new centralized budget model, the school is working with CAPA business office to find ways to
properly fund its personnel and programs. This has not come without strain on faculty and administration,
however. This new budget at U of A will continue to require the SoA to be innovative in how it can manage large
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enrollment studios and lecture courses. The projected budget beyond FY2025, the current fiscal year, seemingly
will be more stable due to the centralization of resources by the university that is intended to control allocations
and spending. The projection is that the budgets will increase once the U of A budget shortfall is rectified in the

future years.

There has been an ongoing challenge associated with the way in which the financial accounting system at U of A
manages accounts and subaccounts and codes and the categories for budget and expenditure needed by the
school to support faculty and students in the programs. A system needs to be developed that allows for
interpretation of financial data between the SoA and CAPLA business office and the U of A to properly track
operational expenses through the fiscal year.

Table 16. Actuals for FY2020 — 2024 with estimated 2025 budget - broken down by personnel and operations.

FISCALYEAR
EXPENSE CATEGORY 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 est.
Personal Services (Salary/Wages + ERE)
Administrative 251,000 246,000 268,000 449,000 340,000 340,000
Faculty
Tenured / Tenured Eligible 1,219,000 1,082,000 1,258,000 1,340,000 1,321,000 1,180,000
Career Track 1,138,000 955,000 1,082,000 1,061,000 1,181,000 1,147,000
Non-Tenure Elglble 165,000 207,000 285,000 484 000 532,000 535,000
Other 55,000 116,000 67,000 121,000 89,000 112,000
TOTALFaculty| 2,577,000 | 2,360,000 | 2,692,000 | 3,006,000 | 3,123,000 | 2,974,000
Staff 274,000 214 000 200,000 208,000 275,000 282,000
Graduate Assistant/Assoclate 294 000 163,000 113,000 173,000 240,000 236,000
Student Worker (hourly) 91,000 48,000 65,000 73,000 80,000 86,000
TOTAL Personal Services| 3,487,000 | 3,031,000 | 3,338,000 | 3,909,000 | 4,058,000 918,000
JD DONS
Operations {General Expenses) 182,000 97,000 147,000 146,000 144,000 170,000
Operations (Travel) 49,000 0 24 000 66,000 38 000 36,000
Operations (Student Aid) 139,000 164,000 210,000 175,000 204,000 98,000
Operations (Other) 73,000 98,000 105,000 109,000 112 000 0]
TOTAL Operations 443,000 359,000 486,000 496,000 498,000 304,000
TOTAL EXPENSES| 3,930,000 | 3,390,000 | 3,824,000 | 4,405,000 | 4,556,000 4,222,000

5.8 Information Resources

The program must demonstrate that all students, faculty, and staff have convenient and equitable access to architecture
literature and information, as well as appropriate visual and digital resources that support professional education in

architecture.

Program Response:

The architecture literature and visual resources to support the B.Arch and M.Arch program are located at the Main

Library near central campus and online at: https://www.library.arizona.edu/. The information resources available
to students, faculty and staff in the SoA include print and digital books, reference works, technical standards,
laboratory and technical reports, online journals, conference proceedings, videos, research databases, as well as
the campus repository materials such as UA theses.

See U of A Library report on NAAB accreditation in Criterion 5 — Resources folder of evidence for a full list of the
facilities and services available to students and faculty.
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Further, the program must demonstrate that all students, faculty, and staff have access to architecture librarians and visual
resource professionals who provide discipline-relevant information services that support teaching and research.

Program Response:
The architecture librarian is Paula C. Johnson, Associate Librarian and Liaison to the College of Architecture,
Planning and Landscape Architecture. Shan Sutton is the Dean of the University of Arizona Libraries.

See the library website to learn more about Paula Johnson. The SoA director and CAPLA Librarian Paula Johnson
met in the summer of 2024 to discuss the planning of a workshop for SoA faculty, students and staff in the spring
of 2025 to discuss additional ways that the U of A library can support the SoA and CAPLA.

See Criterion 5 — Resources folder of evidence for the U of A Library Report on NAAB Accreditation for a full list of
the facilities and services available to students and faculty.

6—Public Information

The NAAB expects accredited degree programs to provide information to the public about accreditation activities and the
relationship between the program and the NAAB, admissions and advising, and career information, as well as accurate
public information about accredited and non-accredited architecture programs. The NAAB expects programs to be
transparent and accountable in the information provided to students, faculty, and the public. As a result, all NAAB-
accredited programs are required to ensure that the following information is posted online and is easily available to the
public.

Each program is responsible for demonstrating compliance with each criterion. If the programs have separate
webpages, responses below should clearly identify and demonstrate compliance for the respective program.

6.1 Statement on NAAB-Accredited Degrees

All institutions offering a NAAB-accredited degree program or any candidacy program must include the exact language found in
the NAAB Conditions for Accreditation, 2020 Edition, Appendix 2, in catalogs and promotional media, including the program’s
website.

Program Response:
NAAB exact language in the 2020 Conditions for Accreditation, Appendix 2, can be found on the CAPLA website on
the NAAB accreditation page.

6.2 Access to NAAB Conditions and Procedures
The program must make the following documents available to all students, faculty, and the public, via the program’s website:
a) Conditions for Accreditation, 2020 Edition
b) Conditions for Accreditation in effect at the time of the last visit (2009 or 2014, depending on the date of the last visit)
c) Procedures for Accreditation, 2020 Edition
d) Procedures for Accreditation in effect at the time of the last visit (2012 or 2015, depending on the date of the last
visit)

Program Response:
The following documents are available on the CAPLA website on the NAAB Accreditation page (scroll down to
accreditation resources and reports, first drop-down, NAAB Conditions and Procedures):

Conditions for Accreditation 2020
Conditions for Accreditation 2014 (date of last visit was 2016)
Procedures for Accreditation 2020
Procedures for Accreditation 2015

6.3 Access to Career Development Information
The program must demonstrate that students and graduates have access to career development and placement services that
help them develop, evaluate, and implement career, education, and employment plans.
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Program Response:

There are three primary resources for career development and placement services for SoA students. The first is the
annual CAPLA Job Interview Fair. The virtual fair is held in the fall semester and the in-person fair in the early
spring semester of each year in which firms from across the southwest and west coast visit Tucson for a two-day
event. In preparation for the fair, the AIAS hosts a portfolio workshop to learn how to present in an interview both
their design work as well as their resume and answering interviewer questions professionally. Students practice
interviewing for employment with visiting firms that set up booths throughout the CAPLA facilities for ‘speed
dating’ style interviewing with 25-minute interviews and 5-minute transitions. The interviews provide an
opportunity for students to ask questions about career planning and consider the breadth of firm types available.
In addition to the interviews, students attend a browsing session to learn about all the firms broadly like an exhibit
hall format and attend a networking evening reception for all the firm representatives, faculty and staff (Fig.18).
Many of the firms are alumni of the SoA. The number of firms participating is increasing every year. Scholarships
are offered on the proceeds from the event.

See the CAPLA website for detailed information on the job interview fair and associated events and activities.

Figure 18. CAPLA inerview fair in th Sundt Gllery.

The second access point for career development and placement is the SoA internship class available to all B.Arch
and M.Arch students as an elective. The course, taught and managed by Michael Kothke, the NCARB Liaison, is
available to students during the calendar year as a fall, spring or summer course between 1-3 credits depending on
the hours at the internship. Students record NCARB AXP hours through the course and answer evaluative
guestions about their internship experience regarding career development and planning. In addition, Professor
Kothke facilitates the path to licensure workshops annually for all SoA students. Related, CAPLA runs an externship
program for students during the summer whereby students are placed in host firms in cities throughout the U.S.,
usually with alumni owned companies.

See 5.4.2 Human Resources Development for more information about this course and the path to licensure
workshops.

The third career development resource available to students is exposure to professionals through a variety of
venues and activities. The Futures Council network dinner is where members of the CAPLA Futures Council meet
with students socially to discuss career goals and offer their insight and advice. The last Futures Council
networking dinner was held in fall of 2023. See CAPLA website for more information on the Futures Council.
Further, during Studio Assessments, students interact and are exposed to professionals that visit the school for
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studio reviews. Finally, the SoA co-sponsors a bus to take students to the annual AlA Arizona conference where
they network with professionals in the state.

6.4 Public Access to Accreditation Reports and Related Documents
To promote transparency in the process of accreditation in architecture education, the program must make the following
documents available to all students, faculty, and the public, via the program’s website:

a) AllInterim Progress Reports submitted since the last team visit

b) Al NAAB responses to any Plan to Correct (if applicable) and any NAAB responses to the program Annual Reports

since the last team visit

c) The most recent decision letter from the NAAB

d) The Architecture Program Report submitted for the last visit

e) The final edition of the most recent Visiting Team Report, including attachments and addenda

f)  The program’s optional response to the Visiting Team Report

g) Plan to Correct (if applicable)

h)  NCARB ARE pass rates

i)  Statements and/or policies on learning and teaching culture

j)  Statements and/or policies on diversity, equity, and inclusion

Program Response:

All public access reports and documents related to NAAB accreditation are posted publicly on the CAPLA webpage
titled, “Accreditation Status and Professional Registration”. The webpage includes four drop-down tabs under the
section called “Accreditation Resources and Reports”. The drop-down tabs organize the NAAB information.

NAAB Conditions and Procedures

e 2014 NAAB Conditions for Accreditation
2015 NAAB Procedures for Accreditation
2020 NAAB Conditions for Accreditation
2020 NAAB Procedures for Accreditation

University of Arizona School of Architecture NAAB Data
e  Policy on Studio Culture
e Teaching and Learning Culture Policy (2024)
e NAAB Student Performance Criteria with links to the B.Arch and M.Arch Matrices
e Interim Progress Report (2018)
e  Pass Rates

Bachelor of Architecture NAAB Data
e 2016 Architecture Program Report (B.Arch and M.Arch)
e 2016 Visiting Team Report (B.Arch and M.Arch)
e 2016 NAAB Decision Letter (B.Arch and M.Arch)

Master of Architecture NAAB Data
e 2013 Architectural Program Report
e 2013 Notice of Initial Accreditation
e 2016 Architecture Program Report (B.Arch and M.Arch)
e 2016 Visiting Team Report (B.Arch and M.Arch)
2016 NAAB Decision Letter (B.Arch and M.Arch)
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B.Arch.:

Requirement

Program Website Link (if applicable)

a) All Interim Progress Reports submitted since the
last team visit

This is located under the tab titled: University of
Arizona School of Architecture NAAB Data. The link is
2018 2-Year Interim Progress Report.

b) All NAAB responses to any Plan to Correct (if
applicable) and any NAAB responses to the
program Annual Reports since the last team visit

This is located under the tab titled: University of
Arizona School of Architecture NAAB Data. The link is
2018 2-Year Interim Progress Report.

¢) The most recent decision letter from the NAAB

This is located under the tab titled: Bachelor of
Architecture NAAB Data. The link is 2016 NAAB
Decision Letter.

d) The Architecture Program Report submitted for
the last visit

This is located under the tab titled: Bachelor of
Architecture NAAB Data. The link is 2016 Architectural
Program Report (B.Arch + M.Arch).

e) The final edition of the most recent Visiting Team
Report, including attachments and addenda

This is located under the tab titled: Bachelor of
Architecture NAAB Data. The link is 2016 Visiting Team
Report.

f)  The program’s optional response to the Visiting
Team Report

Not Applicable

g) Plan to Correct (if applicable)

Not Applicable

h) NCARB ARE pass rates

This is located under the tab titled: University of
Arizona School of Architecture NAAB Data. The link is
NCARB published pass rates for the ARE and another
link for ARE pass rates for UA.

i)  Statements and/or policies on learning and
teaching culture

This is located under the tab titled: University of
Arizona School of Architecture NAAB Data. There is a
link to the Policy on Studio Culture and the Teaching
and Learning Culture Policy.

j)  Statements and/or policies on diversity, equity,
and inclusion

This is located on the CAPLA webpage titled: Equity,
Diversity & Inclusion.

M.Arch.:

Requirement

Program Website Link (if applicable)

a) All Interim Progress Reports submitted since the last
team visit

This is located under the tab titled: University of
Arizona School of Architecture NAAB Data. The link is
2018 2-Year Interim Progress Report.

b)  All NAAB responses to any Plan to Correct (if applicable)
and any NAAB responses to the program Annual
Reports since the last team visit

This is located under the tab titled: University of
Arizona School of Architecture NAAB Data. The link is
2018 2-Year Interim Progress Report.

c) The most recent decision letter from the NAAB

This is located under the tab titled: Master of
Architecture NAAB Data. The link is 2016 NAAB
Decision Letter.

d) The Architecture Program Report submitted for the last
visit

This is located under the tab titled: Master of
Architecture NAAB Data. The link is 2016 Architectural
Program Report (B.Arch + M.Arch).

e) The final edition of the most recent Visiting Team
Report, including attachments and addenda

This is located under the tab titled: Master of
Architecture NAAB Data. The link is 2016 Visiting Team
Report.

f)  The program’s optional response to the Visiting Team
Report

Not Applicable

g) Planto Correct (if applicable)

Not Applicable
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Requirement Program Website Link (if applicable)

h) NCARB ARE pass rates This is located under the tab titled: University of
Arizona School of Architecture NAAB Data. The link is
NCARB published pass rates for the ARE and another
link for ARE pass rates for UA.

i)  Statements and/or policies on learning and teaching This is located under the tab titled: University of

culture Arizona School of Architecture NAAB Data. There is a
link to the Policy on Studio Culture and the Teaching
and Learning Culture Policy.

i) Statements and/or policies on diversity, equity, and This is located on the CAPLA webpage titled: Equity,
inclusion Diversity & Inclusion.

6.5 Admissions and Advising
The program must publicly document all policies and procedures that govern the evaluation of applicants for admission to the
accredited program. These procedures must include first-time, first-year students as well as transfers from within and outside
the institution. This documentation must include the following:

a) Application forms and instructions

b) Admissions requirements; admissions-decisions procedures, including policies and processes for evaluation of

transcripts and portfolios (when required); and decisions regarding remediation and advanced standing

c¢) Forms and a description of the process for evaluating the content of a non-accredited degrees

d) Requirements and forms for applying for financial aid and scholarships

e) Explanation of how student diversity goals affect admission procedures

Program Response:

The CAPLA website includes public information for prospective students to understand the policies and procedures
for evaluating applicants for admission to the B.Arch and M.Arch programs for both first-time students and
transfer students. The location of the public information is included below per NAAB prompts as a link to the
CAPLA website.

B.Arch.:
a) Application forms and instructions
b) Admissions requirements; admissions-decisions procedures, including policies and processes for
evaluation of transcripts and portfolios (when required); and decisions regarding remediation and
advanced standing
¢) Forms and a description of the process for evaluating the content of a non-accredited degrees

Prospective students may locate application forms and instruction on the CAPLA webpage titled Bachelor of
Architecture Admission & Cost. The link at the top of the page takes students to the U of A admission portal where
students can apply for admissions. Scrolling down on the same page for CAPLA B.Arch admissions one finds
information about the admissions process including links to the following: How to Apply as a First Year Student;
How to Apply as an International Student; and How to Apply as a Transfer Student.

Language on the same webpage indicates that students applying for First-Year fall admissions to the Bachelor of
Architecture program need to meet the general admissions requirements of the U of A. This includes having a core
unweighted high school GPA of at least 3.5 (on a 4.0 scale) to be automatically admitted. The website also conveys
that students who fall below a 3.5 core unweighted GPA and hold at least a 3.0 are encouraged to apply with
additional information. These applicants are subject to an SoA holistic review process including students’ personal
statement, activities resume, course rigor and types of classes taken all speaking to the student’s ability and
interest in art, design and/or architecture. The webiste indicates that CAPLA does not require portfolios for
undergraduate admissions.

A drop-down menu for TRANSFER STUDENTS on the same page conveys transfer student application information
from non-NAAB accredited majors as well as NAAB accredited program transfers. The webpage drop-down
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provides guidance on student submission requirements to apply for advanced standing from another NAAB
accredited program to start at the second year including unofficial transcripts, a portfolio of work and syllabi for all
architecture-related major courses, including studios. The language outlines the process by which their submission
will be reviewed and how to submit.

d) Requirements and forms for applying for financial aid and scholarships

The same B.Arch Admissions webpage has the program costs illustrated. It also has a link at the bottom to the U of
A portal for students to apply for scholarships and financial aid. There is another CAPLA webpage, Cost & Financial
Aid, that provides prospective students a breakdown of costs and a tuition calculator, and a link to the U of A at
large scholarship and financial aid portal.

CAPLA has another Scholarship webpage with CAPLA and SoA specific scholarships under a drop-down menu that
includes eligibility requirements, amounts of the scholarships and whether it is needs-based or merit-based aid.
The webpage has link buttons to help students apply through ScholarshipUniverse or links to scholarships that are
outside of ScholarshipUniverse. The deadline to apply for CAPLA specific scholarships is posted on the webpage.

e) Explanation of how student diversity goals affect admission procedures
There is a statement on the B.Arch Admissions webpage that indicates how diversity affects admissions:

“The B.Arch program has a record of admitting and supporting a diverse student body in terms of gender,
race, ethnicity, sexual orientation, and socioeconomic demographics. The SoA values a range of diverse
backgrounds and experiences of students and faculty as it enriches and strengthens the culture and
learning in our programs. However, prospective students are evaluated during admissions based on the
merits of their application materials as they indicate one’s capacity and promise to become a successful
architect. Per the recent U.S. Supreme Court ruling we do not ask nor consider personal diversity
characteristics during the application and admissions review process.”

M.Arch.:
a) Application forms and instructions
b) Admissions requirements; admissions-decision procedures, including policies and process for evaluation
of transcripts and portfolios (when required); and decisions regarding remediation and advanced standing
c¢) Forms and a description of the process for evaluating the content of a non-accredited degrees

The M.Arch program admissions policies and procedures are recorded on the Master of Architecture Admissions &
Cost webpage for CAPLA. The page has drop-down menus that contain the relevant information regarding M.Arch
admission policies and procedures that govern the evaluation of applicants for admission to the program. The
following drop-down menus include the necessary information for applicants:

e Admissions Requirements: This drop-down menu outlines that applicants need to meet U of A Graduate
College admissions standards. The standards are listed on the CAPLA website and a link is included that
direct applicants to the Graduate College webpage that contains this information.

e Application Process: This drop-down menu lists how to apply with links to GradApp the Graduate College
portal for applicants, information about the application fee, and the documents that need to be uploaded
in PDF format including: personal statement, CV, letters of recommendation, portfolio, and transcripts.
There is a statement that indicates that all students are to apply in the summer semester for regardless of
the three or two-year advanced standing path and that advanced standing students will be automatically
changed to fall semester matriculation.

o Applicants Without Formal Architectural Backgrounds: This drop-down menu provides additional
considerations that applicants should take in preparing their portfolio to maximize their opportunity for
admissions.
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e Application Review Process + Advanced Standing: This drop-down menu informs applicants of the policies
and procedures that the program uses to review applications and consider preparatory education for
advanced standing. This includes the evaluation form used by the committee for reviewing NAAB related
prior coursework.

d) Requirements and forms for applying for financial aid and scholarships

The same M.Arch Admissions webpage has the program costs illustrated. It also has a link at the bottom to the U
of A portal for students to apply for scholarships and financial aid. There is another CAPLA webpage, Cost &
Financial Aid, that provides prospective students a breakdown of costs and a tuition calculator, and a link to the U
of A at large scholarship and financial aid portal.

CAPLA has another Scholarship webpage with CAPLA and SoA specific scholarships under a drop-down menu that
includes eligibility requirements, amounts of the scholarships and whether it is need based or merit based aid. The
webpage has link buttons to help students apply through ScholarshipUniverse or links to scholarships that are
outside of ScholarshipUniverse. The deadline to apply for CAPLA specific scholarships is posted on the webpage.

f)  Explanation of how student diversity goals affect admission procedures

The same M.Arch Admissions webpage has information in the Application Review Process drop-down menu
regarding diversity in admissions that states:

“The M.Arch program has a record of admitting and supporting a diverse student body in terms of gender,
race, ethnicity, sexual orientation, and socioeconomic demographics. The SoA values a range of diverse
backgrounds and experiences of students and faculty as it enriches and strengthens the culture and
learning in our programs. However, prospective students are evaluated during admissions based on the
merits of their application materials as they indicate one’s capacity and promise to become a successful
architect. Per the recent U.S. Supreme Court ruling we do not ask nor consider personal diversity
characteristics during the application and admissions review process.”

6.6 Student Financial Information

6.6.1 The program must demonstrate that students have access to current resources and advice for making decisions about
financial aid.

Program Response:

Financial aid information is made available to students publicly on the CAPLA website with a specific webpage that
includes information about costs for both the B.Arch and M.Arch students. The webpage links to the U of A portal
for scholarships and financial aid.

See CAPLA website on the Cost and Financial Aid webpage.

6.6.2 The program must demonstrate that students have access to an initial estimate for all tuition, fees, books, general
supplies, and specialized materials that may be required during the full course of study for completing the NAAB-accredited
degree program.

Program Response:

The estimate for the total cost of education per year including tuition, program fees, textbooks, model supplies,
computer/software, travel, and printing/plotting is included on the CAPLA website for both the B.Arch and M.Arch
program.

See CAPLA website on the Cost and Financial Aid webpage and the B.Arch Admissions and M.Arch Admissions
pages.
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Appendix 1 — B.Arch and M.Arch PC/SC Matrices
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M.Arch PC/SC Matrix

Shared Values I N I

Emv. Stewardship & Professional Respom.

Equity, Diversity & Inclusion

Kmowledge & Innovation
Leadership, Collab. & Community Engmt.

Lifelong Leaming

programcrteia (¢ _______ 4 ___ J |

PC.3 Ecological Know. & Respon.
PC.& Leadership & Collaboration

PC.T Leaming & Teaching Cutture
PC.8 Social Equity & Inclusion

PC.4 History & Theory
SC.1 HSW iin the Built Emviron.

PC.1 Career Paths

FC.2 Design

PLC.5 Research & Immovation
5C.2 Professional Practice
5C.3 Regulatory Context
5C.4 Technical Knowledge
5C.5 Design Synthesis

5C.6 Building Integration

Student Criteria

Design
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Appendix 2 — B.Arch and M.Arch Assessment Logics
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SoA NAAB ASSESSMENT LOGIC - B.ARCH PROGRAM

NAAB.
CRITERION

ICOURSE

YEAR

INSTRUCTOR |STREAM |PHASE

PITETE T T
ming objective(s) o

s the lear outcome(s) that addresses this criterion? Whatis being

ASSESSMENT METHOD

0d? What tools are used (o evaluate student leaming?

TARGET /BENCHMARK

RESULT
What perc

PLAN FOR IMPROVEMENT

What actions did you take/plan to take because of

LINKS + DESCRIPTION OF
EVIDENCE

rse materials in

PC.1 [ARC 436 [2024S |C. Pifer Practice |Core ity sils an Architr and kils may be applied  |METHOD: Using mstruclor and gues lacure Q&A a5 well s in-ciass discussion. ludanis discuss the enire path Lo [ The benchmark for PC.1 s 80% (8) or above. 2024 Dala: the course ralated (o this o com/folder/28253
vl it creeion MG, and oot s oo b oross st cerpans icensure, from school, AXP. fo ARE to Licensure wih state board oftechnicalregistation. Thi creron is assessed| [crteron in assessments. Tis would enable more granular (7767028
i the midterm (10°% class grade) and final exams (15% class grade). it and Final exams are assessed on a numerical scale based on mullle. |Midter Average: 79.11% racking of success for this crteron. Coser racking would
lchoioe and short answer questions. 45161 Studenta achioved a rads of 0% orighar. |enable earer and more efecive ronforcement of conter.
insiucton delvered i Lectures 13 and 10
Pordicaty throush o samesior asssst satotcs o iowed o Wony [Fnal Avorage:54.43%
Locure e 10,11.17,822. |gaps in knoviedige forreorcemen 74181 Students achieved a grads of 80% or highar
Locture a1 1214817
PC.T 318 |2023F [DSyvester  [Stdio [Foundation [Undestand o the design of 7o) Guz [T benchmark for PG.1 & 60% (8)or above. T8 toartudents i course [ARGT31 and the accompanys T
ceveoprent s become mevs eriscgiary fo e Govge. 2262025
5 9% of the 8 origher
FC2 ARC498 (20245 [B.Mackey  [Swdio  [Rel 0 What are e sues? What |1 Tssue policy and regulaton. The [ The benchmark for PG.2 s 60% B) or abave. 9% of students succeeded Tvould e 1o define the cera outined i “EXEGUTION” box comlfolder/28253
[have other people said issues? This theory and in ARCA97 Project Inquiy. % received A betor 3193210
n interost i practcal, and 6% rocelved B
envronmental factors t piay. 2. Provide a vison or atttude egarcing the probiem and ssue. Provide & methodology, srcture, backbone fo 1% received C 1 would e students to assess their work more diecty. Did he
organize the physical maniiestaton of the ison in elaion o the problem and the assaciated theory and students define a process or set o ctera i which to assess
2 oo th ity o provide o mehodolgy o i desn process o agenze e et of  en and procedent the esuting designs?
osiablsh goals to evalate generated produc
3. Understand the physical context n which his problem or isue exiss. The student must draw plans, sectons,
3. Have the bty to intervene. To create a ina real space e maps.
lationshp between the issues and vision.
4. Presont deas, notions, interventons that respon t 1. 2, and 3 above. The presentation shailnclde tex! and
diagrams. The dlagrams shall be a minimum of plan. secton, and axonometrc.
5. Understand Intervention Is L successful? What do vou
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aution). Each phase i ovaluated on scale o 0-10, with 9-10 = A, 8:8.99 = B 7-7.99= C.[31% ofstudents recahing 70% or above (passing, studio) positon. 3) pracess, 4) executon with verbal, writen and visual
2. Develop hat enh Projoct Part2 |communicaton.
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i |An overal grade for each assignment was given 15% of students eceiving 70% or above (passing, studio) Iniiate concept models in ARGAST 5o that students begin fo
Project Part4 rensiate deas sooner
853% of students receiing 80% or above (success)
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2 Aoty 1 doveo s prict et astablehs ol e wihin o deion of k. s, an (Vi 123 and Facuy + loach of the Th vl e, lht ooy vaslgatonsshoud
(MetalPhysis of Light esearch Project 3 eview. Jeary integrated nfo he final hiase of eh
2 Mandes ot Phyics of Loht mseac i mannerhat enhancesthehuma, anage, ot and matr o ind actve intevestigation which foucess
3. Avilty of a ste and program, . using image, potentalof the P student Tyier Newman received the Capsions Studio Design Excelnce atonion o1 e fh Lisht of Piace prjet develpmont
dravings, and tex. 4 2024, vetled by extemal evaluators
1 [The tip the our st location should be completed earler i the
4. Dovelop an archtactural project that enhances the qualiies of a pace though an undersianding o ight, [schedule—possibly during he frst week of the spring semester
materals, snuionmenta systers, and bukling technology. 3. Prosent a prject in an authent, precise, and compeling manner tough witen, verbal, and visualinformation o the week before school begins ( possbl).
25 a logicaloutcome of (Mieta)Physics of Ligh reses
5 Mot pasona Lo Pice e design of a a
ronounced et o g, and 1.2, 3 deliverables + evaluation
FC2 [ARC 498 [2024S [C.Trumble  [Studio [R+T et and WPROVEMENT b
“Agree” “suongy coALto 3193219
oresented indingrams,crawins,renders,digtal and pysical modeb. aree” 5. nave sl stdents engage nmore concepusl explraton and defiion,
have mare depthand teraive develapment of genral desians
s culiative measure s an ugmertation o he generl leaming
come. Aspte tohave 75% prform atvel f 5 (up fom 55%).
FC2 [ARC 302 [2024S [E Guerero  [Studio _[Core T at T an uban contex. Woduls A Ressarch. [T benchmark or PG.2 & 60% (8)or above. o students T
Leoming avcames: 124 (Coorsinated sudo, Forus on he st of e, ana schedule moduies and open (3193219
2 matiple sie, cliate, and Nase |chareties before hola
Module A: 94% of sudents achieved B or higher
3. tdentify uban theories, trtegies, and propose an urban conceptu frame of development or the area of  [Module B. Predesign Module B: 94% of siudents achieved 5 or higher _plan for improving the arming outcome
nterst. Loaming outcomes: 1.2,3.4.7.8,9 201 i sncwatrs ooty oo popoed s
NAA cieria: Program Crterion 2; Program Crierion & 5 sections coson he st o nlrec v, oher s I e wor,
4. Evidence of a design in development. al scals. 103 Racuo e purborof s or s o 4
((egion, metropoitan, ciy,distict, neighborhood, lock, st buiding, steet). Module C. Design concept Secton 1. 16115 passed L04 Shorten the ength of mapping
Leaming outcomes: 123.4,5.6, 7.8.,9. 10, 14, 15. 16 08 invoduce uik doson mitareossy 1o ésoroutdoor
5. Develop a p Some spatial |NARB crlera: Program Gerion 2 Program Crterion &; Student Crterion 5 [secton 2. 17117 passed. ransitons anysis.
d ransitons ofight shadow, outdoor-ndoor: .08 ingiha ha wlatonahio btveen anstns and
[Awareness of thresholds, edges, boundaries and n Mo secton 3. 17116 passed. progra
Learing sutcomer: 1.5.54:5,6,7,8,6,10, 12,14, 15,16
6. Demonsrate the ghtishadow, publiciprvate,  [NARB rtera: : 3 Secton 4, 17/15 passed - plan forimprving e sssessment method and o sal o
thresholds, edges, and boundares Jovatuat
Mocul K Dosign development nd Sysams selcton secton 5. 17116 passed et e course s, produc a deep etecionsmong
Loaming outcomes: 910,11, 12, 13, 14,15, 16 instructors and discuss the leaming ovtcome, the module, the
NAA citer 3 b, and e epociaions auin facuny mestnge.
Modul F. Design resoluton and review. Reduce the evaluated components i all rubris.
Loaming outcomes: 4.5,6,7,6,9, 10, 11,12, 13, 14,15, 16
NAAB citera 2 6 o) goal for increasing the porcentage of studonts that
|demonstrate learning of this outcome for next year.
Module G. Responsibiity and collaboration, spreads, notes. oovep cearr nkbayeen amn ctcome, s, and
Lcaming outcomes:1. 2. 3. 7. 8.9, 14, 15. 16 the eaming
P2 [ARC 498 [2024S |J. Robles Sudio  [Rel Upon succassiul compleion of s course, students wil EachPrase vl b ssased g 10 e of Evaiton, G ou 1 233 292 e ugh o carwer. [B01C0 T s 017003 eccsa, Wit 101003 pas, Basedon_(13 s couee enaced i v T
Each phas perthe Crtera set _|grading scal i sylabus. meas,wmemencmm.aammmnamuamm 3193219
1 design n the contextof anerpet, scologcl andcutural[lo 2.5, T Singular. [The ris i weights over fer
mplcatons. inrough the presented work 0% (success) o above: 70% Shows e o i Sodents o dovoo waiher aroes o oo 0
70-79% (assing) 23% sl of v et and o s
2. Have the abily 0 espond to ! and e processes olt ing o
design process et suerand T, oo upposing udos and
80% (success) o above: 70% Jelectives n the track
3. Have the abilty rough referent 70.79% (passing) 30%
vesinatvo and st rocoens o e, e, oS5ondn 6 rd enhanc o vt o2 e,
it ecosystem, inhabitants, envionments, and materials :
80% (success) o above: 70%
4. Have the abilty on and 70.79% (passing) 30%
the micro-macro
pa
FC2 ARC 401 [2023F |M. Kothke Sudio [Core 0 o the design rat design can [T ok of RCoT Tange Success Tor PG2 5 2 6 grade or igher B0%7) orthe | Assionment 1.1 [Tre ARGA0T studio s commited (o both tre Dbox com/folder/28253
3 o lom e design of 8 buiding on a |studio and universais of design process as i s o pedagogical nnovations 3193219
3. Have the abilty buiding design through a holsi ynamc urban sie ral and 64/84 8 or higher (75.9%) hat can further esign as a crical tool wih which fo impact the

12 fbuking pertomano ol profiz satl,cubur, et and smonmena ancamswiha fouson

ical systoms and matera o Arca01 Dosign begins with frosn
4 ave e ablty o research, diagram, and pr an us. Paired with a set of objectives and constraints, design
lon demonsiraiing the value of te case study to nform the selection of systom, ocisions and into a resolved work. Thi resalved ther on paper, or
paired wit buit, s a vessel of nsights about the word o be revealed and shared as the work becomes inhabied wihin s
6. Have the ability programas a component hysical, cutural, and concaplual context. The design process s a form of buikding knowledge.
7. Have the abilty to refine integration of
. paired with the and supported by L

messurementof b petomance
5. Have the abilty o synthsize clent goals, buitding goals, and supporting stategies; connacling the dots wih a
of

impact of eatth, safety, and
welfare thro, et sit  buiking, whie tracking

eromance fom concepr 1o esaton

1,3,4,6,7,and
bres.

wih the ARC4D1
Dosign Excollnce, the the F

o Enslalo Gomunies. Dooi 1 Etysome, Des for o, Do o Econoy. s for Eniry
Dosign for Well8eing, Design for Resources, Design for Change, and Design for Discovery.

the AlA COTE Top Ten

Per the AIA COTE Top Ten

Gomptec o st of e itsant ang scorparia by e questons, Efoms pogns overt
2 zero<arbon, equtable, esient, and heainy buit environment..It s ntendec 1 be accessible and relevant for
vy araac vty chnt, and vy rfch egardiss a2s, Y, o aphation.

|The passing grade for the course i a minimum grads of C' (70%+)

79784 C or higher (94.0%)
[Assignment 2.1

5785 5 or igher (5.1%)
79185 C or higher (94.0%)

[Assignment 3.1

61/85 8 or higher (71.1%)
75185 C or higher (88.0%)

[Assignment 5.1
56/85 8 or higher (66.3%)
3785 C or igher (97 6%)
[Assignmont 6.1

63/85 8 or higher (73 5%)
1185 C or higher (95.2%)

work.

Designing is not a mysterous process o be wielded by only a
[select few. Rather. design hymes with decide. The ARC401
stucio wi continue to unpack this simple but powerful and
|egatarian tuth for the student cohor




PC2 ARC 202 [2024S [S. Tumble _ [Swdio  [Core A Each module & g hove. 7 proving assesament
natural word MODULE 1: Porcont 80% or above (succoss) 86 5% mothod and or scale of evaluatin: 319321
Module 1 |Components 1-4 are assessed as folows: Percent 60% or above (passingl: 99.75%
5. experionces. Housing Firstin the |1 |Concapt: the degree to which a work exhbis sgnifcant and insightful ways of |A. Strengthen connection between leaming abjectives, rubrics
[design of ow-densiy. economic Princples [addressing leaming objectves. wie 1 aiteron
rosourcos, and abiltes 3. Sto Organization Prncioes. 21778 studonts 5. nagaecomuistocouse i EvionmantalSstoms by
3. Arhitecionic Prncipes oot manos and corent e degre to whih & o sovanees e et [3 1735 sharing
c. d apply & intersecton 5. Group through tera 78 studn ot corouit cous n Dasgn Communicatons
imate through Design prnciles are materias, ight (darkness) | module 1 = 25% weight Eeeculon mo doges (o wich e prfct oxble maseryoftechmqus and [0 178 studans
 human behavior oroducion; the degrae to which i fufil £ quatative and quar Module 2
Module 2: orecives. 0 degro o whc hs b bl oxclance o : 21178 students
Desian reaimof 1. Social, Envionmental and Ecalogical Principles B 46/78students
2. Ste Organization and Passve Systems |Component 5 i assessed as falous: 7178 students
o. a structure and form [3. Aggregation and Dueling Unit Logic: 2 Prosentation outine: Abilty to clearl state one's own design intentons and [D: 4178 students
[derved from modes of consiuction). 4. Achitectonic Prnciles (Integraton) pincioles wle 3
5 Group Prseralo Do Revew o 23778 students
and modeling ina ango computer. Jo 2 = 25% we |work i diagram and annotation B 41/78students
gerrted st gearety, ysca and computried modskg). T et devps arcntcinc MODULE 2: : 12178 students
Junderstans Module 3: Componant 14 s sesssat ook D:2078 students
1. Light and Shadow Modulation |Goncept: he degree to which a work exhbts signifcant and insightful ways of | Module &
o Systoms cairesang s obociven : 26178 students
3. Organization and Archiectonic Infegration n
4 SpatialAtmospheric/Experintal Qualiies. both method and content; he degrae to which a student advances the project |C: 7178 students.
5. G Preseniatonecssonpesr Rovw hrough terative work. 1178 studonts
 moduie 3 = 25% wei Exccution: the degroe to which the project exhibis mastery of echnique and
production; the degree to which it il s qualtatie and quantiative
Modul [objectives; the degree to which the project exnibis excellence i craft
by ard neghbonood s and responsaity.
nd inclsic |Component 5 s assessed as folows:
PC2 [ARC301 |2023F |T.Rosano Sudio  [Core L T T e o e e T e g T e e P e s 63 students: Bocause of he Integration herent n @ design profect, o
[and test hypotheses through a process of teraton [grades range from A through D. ubrc s analytc overall but holistc witin each crterion. This (3193219
Rubri (based on %) wih the following crteria ovaluated: makes i challanging to assess each L.0. individ
2 a |Concept. Execution. Process, Presentation (weight of each crerion changes  |A. (18 students)
rincples. from Interim to Final) @8 students) |One remedy s to adjust the rbric to address some L.O.
c (17 suwdents) |soparatety, keeping citera that address the project
3. Demonstrate . such pography, cimae, Note: ubris are attached to (at the end of) each assignmentpoject statement [ (0 students) [comprehensivey
water flo and wind integratin of a sructure on a
|Ats0 see attached Addendum General Reflecton
4 . social, buiding codes, Ife-safety
roquiements, and Universal Design.
5. Analyze the athical impacis of architectural dscisions on the envionment, e, users, cratspeople, and
FC3 [ARC 421 |2023F |D.Brubaker [Te y (TDESCRIE v reant ity and gt svlaio of s amionmesta ool ysoms for e [T ®)orabove. [Quiz 17213 porcentages Provide mors exameles of Now 1 o the exercss
Pigh-re buikings. 80% (success) o hgher. 15.2%/82 3%/61% 9955538
[210uiz 2. Quizs 70% or igher 41.8%/88.6%/92.4%
[11DENTIEY, documt, and ez e forces, s, and snvromentlconionsthat fuencs mchanica 60% (passing) or igher: 69.6%/96.2%/97.5%
<ystem design in meduum- and high-rse buiding: [31 WUFI Workshop 2023 08 26 rov - Assombles.
FI Workshop
[31 SELECT and ovatuate, : 66179 students
i medium- and highise budings. 5 278students
D:5/79 students
. detalled models, buiding E: 679 students
service systers.
Window Workshop
: 17179 students
B: 15/795tudents
C: 11179 students
D: 8179 students
E: 28,79 students
PC3 [ARC222 |2024S [O.Youssel _|Technolog [Core [Loarn about e importance ity Evatiate and [Trie Benchmar for PG.3 5 60% (8) or above 10 Studonts: 0 Guid & cimate siaton
ly lconditons. 3 students: 50.55% impact the mcrocimate — more hand held tooks to measure (9955535
Laaming outcomes [4.8,9,10,12] [ Thermal Cormort Assignment 1 Studont 60.: |surtace temperature
vtize a Socton 10 Students: 65.70%
[Drawing of your chosen structure to explain . and can Diagram a series of envionmental phenamenon and ilustate the interaction (6 Students: 75-
lachieve thermal comor with the surounding cimate. 2 Students: 85.90%
25 Students: 90.95%
cotct o foloingaddiona data vl o you o h stvar: Rubrc 55 Students: 95-100%
o (annual houry) - Use of corect weather fie
Rttty s oty | ighightd data
d Rose (annual) - posshed visuais
- Comiort Zone - Psychrometric Chartdiagram for your shade stucture |- comprohansive analysis
rmproved
PC3 [ARC202 |2024S [S.Tumble  |Sidio [Core o Sonoran Tnto four modules. Each module s assessed Wit equal weight - [The benchmark for PC.2 & 80°% (8) or above. [Cooinated studo wih 5 faculty (6 sectons. Plan for improving assessmont
condit MODULE 1: method and or scale of evaluation: 0955538
ule 1 |Components 1-4 are assessed as folows: [section 1: 17717 Students passad
1. Socal Prncip |Concept: the degree to which a work exhbits sgnifcant and insightfl ways of o
rmentl and Eclogial rnceios [addressing leaming objectves. [Section 2: 16/16 Students passad ore
o sto Oz proces n 5. Imtymh comausta couse i Envinmentl Syt by
1. Archtectonic Prin ooth mthodand oo h degee o wich & section 3: sharing
5. Group Present mmmmmw..- Review througn e 2 mosat coreuit couse n Desgn Communiatons
* modue 1= 25°% wer Exccuton he deges o which theprjecteshibs masteyof echnique and | Section & 1515 Student passed
producion; the degrae to which i il s qualtative and quantiatie
Module 2: lobjectves; the degres to which the project exnibis excellence i craft Section 5: 13/14 Students passed
1. Socal, Envionmental and Ecalogical Pinciples
2. Sie Organization and Passive Systems [Component 5 i assessed as folows: 99% achieved success *
3. Aggregation and Dusling Unit Log: . Presentation outine: Abill to clearly sate one’s own design ntentions and
4. Achitectonic Prnciples (Integration pincioles - Success s defined as a 8 or above.
5. Group Prosentation/Discussion/Peer Review, >
- module 2 = 25% weight [work in diagram and annotation Passing s defined as a C or above.
MODULE 2
Module Comoonnt 4 st sscssd s ok
1. Light and Shadow Modulation fogree 1o which a work exhibits sgnificant and insightful ways of
Passto Systoms cairmsang osmmg oblociven
3. Organization and Architectonic Integration n
4 SpatialAmospherc/Exporental Quallies oth method and content; he degroe 1o which a studont advances the projoct
5. Group Presemuhun/D\sms:mn/?eer Revew hrougn terative work.
- modue 3 = 25% w Exccution: the dagroe to which the project exhibils mastery of echnique and
production; the degree to which it i s qualtative and quantiative
Modue 4 lobjoctves; the degras to which the project exnibits excellence in cral.
1. Distct and and responsiily,
and incusion [Component 5 i assessed as falows:
FC3 [ARC301 |2023F |T. Rosano Sudio  [Core T Bemonskas el aniarstarlng of 370 wspons o e facr o sor ot opogaghy, vt (Fo VL Rt bsed o sra bt o (ofot 1 vl . Lo [Thie Benchmar for PG.3 s 60% (8) or above 3 swdent: Rathor than ony b T T
water gration of a siuciure on & [grades range from A through D. 9955538
ste. [Rubric (based on %) wih the following crtera evaluated: his PC could be separated out by having a separate grade
Concep,Execulon.Process. Presentaton (veght ofeach rern changes (A (16 sudents)
ste, users, cratspeople, and from Interim to Final) B @ stdents)
(colaborators, and articulate the professional judgement used n the decisionmaking process. C (17 students) |Aks0 see atiached Addendumy General Reflection
Note: ubris are attached to (at the end of) each assignmens D (0 students)
PCa [ARC333 |2023F |C.Robinson _ |History + _|Core T i Talor Geas 201 MIDTERW and FINAL EXAVS: 7 80% () or above, 202 praciics a
[ Theory reate but and speculative works of architcture 30% of the total course grade, are evaluated for leaming outcomes 1 and 2, 94% 3 or above;  [clss; and content. 0511750
|GRADED ON A SCALE OF ZERO (0) TO 100, WHERE A IS BETWEEN 90-100, |undergrad fina 95% 3 or above; grad final 100% 4 or above
2. Avity \ poltical, B 1S BETWEEN 80.89, AND G IS BETWEEN 7079, otc
|Se0 EXAM STUDY GUIDES for expectatons and weigh of questons. 2023
Undergrad
Excotent, complet A, Good, sold answers
recene a B, Adequate answers receve a C. (Grad final 100% above B
U BENCHMARK FORTHE COLRSE s 100 B OR ABOVE FOR
INDERGRADS AND 100% B OR At
PCa [ARC 435 |2024S |L. Hollengreen, [History + _|Core [Abiity 1o oy, describe, and @ T TG IO TS RATGRaTTST [The sonchmart for P4 & 5% ) shovs Gourse grades: o Viork
B. Weinstein |Theory (ubanism actiiies), three short essays, and a midtem. =37 students {towards gracing standardization across 4-5 facully graders. 0511780
|Grading from 0-100. B = 36 students Rosist grade nfltion
= 5 stuc
60 0r above is considerod passing. 80 or above is the benchmark. A rubric s o) siudonts o0 ot aciev e eamingcecthas of he
Jused for tably absent over the course.
[atloast 1.2 assigned readings, Argumentation (dicton, stucturo, use o . 55180 (68.75%).B: 18180 (22.5%).C: 2180 (2.5%). o7 e somestar 7 rparis o pukonce
evsancs. sonsomonsy. Gramearapeltanciunion omventone Anpopat [0 580 (5%, £ 180 755y
citation forms
Discussion proparat
o0 03755 6180 22 5%, E: 900 .75%)
oo rss 75%), B: 17180 (21.25%), C: /80 (10%), D: 1/80 (1.25%), E:
3180 (3.75%)
A: 49180 (61.25°%), B: 24/80 (30%), C: 4180 (5%).
0:1/80 (1.25%).E: 2180 (2.5%).
Essay 3,
A: 43180 (53.75%),B: 29180 (36.35%), C: 2180 (2.5%), E- /80 (7.5%)




ARC 2023F |L.Schrenk  [History + |[Core [Upon successful compieton of s course, students wil ave: T3 exams, worth o ARG 231 35%01 e grade and for ARG 23TH & ARG 531 40%, e benchmar for PC 4 & 60% (8) or above B [[aleasy goovertre rams n dase and e o svderts Tz b
231/231H [Theory lcompiete an P o the [0511780

1 poitial, bject 1:100 Grades on a 1-100 scale. Exam #1 next exam.
social, climatc, and tochnologicalchanges influenced thesa developments. (NAAB PC.4) =30, 820, 9, F=13
2.3 oxams, worth for ARG 231: 35%of the grade and for ARC 231H & ARG 531: 40% and Scavenger Hun: 10% of 66 % of students completed exam above an 80% [Those who receive a grade below 70 on an exam are required
(Other Learing Objectves: overal grade. 85 % of students completed exam above an 60% to meet with a TA 1o go over theirexam, tak about study
[strategies, and receive help wih their esearch paper.
10.be able 1o ADDRESS |3-4. 3 exams, worth for ARC 231 35%of the grade and for AR 231H & ARC 531: 40% AND a rasearch paper, Exam 12
thei signifcance. worth 15%of the grade and for ARC 231H & ARC 531 25% 1: B=30; C= Note improvement from exam 1 to 2 as evidence. (Some
80 % of studens completed exam above an 80% stadts’grades ampod mor thn 15 poins bveen h it
s use of buit 97 % of studonts complated exam above an 60% two exams)
environment,
Exam #3
4 the signiicance an 5820, 0=, 08Pt
souctural tunctonal sumhole and contasiual a
ARC232 [2024S |L Schrenk _[History + _[Core [Upon siiccessiul completon of i course, siudents wil have: 7173 exams, worth for ARC 232 40% of the grads and for ARC 232H & ARC 532 40%. [The Benchmar for PG 4 & 60% (8) or above 871 aeaty 9o overthe exams I dass and have the stugents | mitpi b
[ Theory lcomplete an P before the 0511780
1 poitial, bject 1-100 Grades on a 1-100 scale wit the benchmark at 80, Exam #1- next exam.
social, climatc, and tochnologicalchanges influenced thesa developments. (NAAB PC.4) =28, B=24; C=18; D=7; F=10
#24:3 oxams, RC 532: 40%. 50 % of students completed exam above an 80% [Those who receive a grade below 70 on an exam are required
(Other Leaming Objecties 89 % of students completed exam above an 60% to moet with a TA o go over theirexam, tak about study
#5: 3 exams, worth for ARC 232: 40% of the grade and for ARC 232H & ARC 532: 40% AND a research paper, [strategies, and receive help wih their esearch paper.
2. Developed of deveiopments worth 15% of the grade and a poster, worth 10%, and for ARG 232H & ARC 532: paper (25'%), and presentation Exam #2 -
[approximately 1350 and the startof the 20th century. (5%). 8; B=36; C=16; D=3; F=3 Note improvement fom exam 110 2 as evidence.
75 % of students completed exam above an 80%
s the use of write offectivly and critcally about 4 % of studonts complated exam above an 60%
the buit envionment.
Exam #3 -
4. Added t their understanding of basic architectural vocabuiary. 3 =12 D5;
72 % of students completed exam above an 80%
. e iy to wre effectiely including 52 of st complts oxamshove an 6%
ARC 467 [2023F |B. Mackey, Sudo  [ReT iy o riesize and he Toreada p gand he reading e[S st equd o devlo 3 eseah quesion a1 et oa Based 100 e bonchma [ had G of & cuderts it v Thould be more Gemanding wih e response o the readings. b
et @ e e Tho o G i oplon o 4o |areid N pk and 0504 BvouEhouthecoure. Each sudent | houk et a o oV e oot 7025539
andscape. Hows 0 mtof e readinge,responded houshituy, v ol
e dagram ovetying i inories and condifons dscusoed i acnge cn semethng realnhe bt thinking sk, o creat fora |1.Dd h o forthe
environment. For the assessment, | ead theirwork and provide comments on the wriing and graphics regarding |PassiFai s used for the evaluation. Pass is an A" and Faills an 'E." projectfor he upcoming spring semester. [discussion? (40%)

v msight, ntrpretaten. and abily o compare tho coment 1 e bullemvronmant

Yes: 90 or above
orbe

e project idea. The project dea shal No: 75
incomorate the theories and cated o Tusson. |
evee koo v pricote, o i o i laondg, betvea oo, dicuvios, and raposed /2. D the student construct a thoughiful argumentdiscussion
project. 1 6o his through 9 our white [about each reading? (25%)

lalso

Yes: 90 or above.
No: 75 or below.

ot oo, cuinatng i forated Ko oo o Doos s prfc heorpor ihe oty o eores
m concpts dacused oerh couse ofhe sestr s, he sudatssucessfuly campltd 3. 04 the student compare the reading to past readings? (5%)

Yos: 90 or above.
No: 75 or below.

4. Dd the studant compare the reading 1o a condion i the.
buit envronment? (10%)

Yes: 90 or above.
No: 75

5. 04 the student generate & compeling graphic spatial
[glagram descriing the rotationship betwsen the reading and a
[conditon i the buit envionment?

ARC 498 (20245 [B. Mackey Sudo  [Rel Have the ability (0 provide a methodology for e design process [0 organize the creation of @ vion and. 0 e poicy and reguiation. Tre [Tre Benchmar for PG 5 5 60% (8) or above 6 Students tolaln e course Tioud ke 1o define EXECUTION’ b
stabish goas to evaluate generated products. theory and In ARCA97 Project Inguy. better r025539
619 that recaived an 80% 8" or higher in the course
3. Have the abilty to ntervene. To create a physical ntervention n a realspace tharoughiy explorng the 2. Provide a vison or attitude regarding the probler and issue. Provide a methodology, stucture, backbone to 1 would ke students 1o assoss thelr work more direcly. Did the
rolationship between the issues and vision organize the physical manifestation of the vison in eation o the problem and the associated theory and students deine  process or et o ier i wichfo 2ssss
precedent thei esuiting designs:
4. Have the abilty to evaluate theirwork.
3. Understand the exists. The sections,
maps, lagrams, and axonomete or i investgation.
4. Prosent 1.2,3nd 3 above, shallincude text and
diagrams. The plan, saction,
[ARC 410F 20245 |B.Shea Sudio  [Rel Tochnoiogies, and assembles of [0 1.2 T Joct0, 182 [The Benchmark for PC.5 & 60% (B) or above. Fo T Gompia I
uicing representation & consiruction 1818 achieving an A [ igital & print template for analysis 2025539
L0 3, 4: Final Assessment via Analytic Rubric or Project 3,4 & 5 Formatie: Desk Crts 100% of students recaiving 80% or above (success)
2 n wing as a means to crcally investigate ideas il 2. Coorainate interim reviews & charettes throughout the term
& croatively tost hypotheses. Diagnosic: PO (° ) 77.7% Studios o facitate Peer Review
P2
Discuss histories and theories of architecturs and urbanism, framed by diverse socil cultural, economic, and |Surmatie: P1. Final Review | Exam (0-100) 88.8% of students recaiving 80% or above (success) 3. Atgn the studio course assignments to buid on the final
oot forees. natonaly ans gabaty. 3 | witten assignment flom ARC 4351535 Foms of Crtcal Inquiy
|Surmmative: P2 Final Review | Exam (0-100) 88.8% of students recaiving 80% or above (success) Jand Expression
. Prioritze and transiate these.
@ abil |Surmative: P3 Final Review | Exam (0-100) 88.8% of students receiving 80% or above (success) 4. nstitute an oniine presentation format wih comprehensive
Ps [ide show presentatins shared with diverse publc audiences
|Surmative: P4 Final Review | Exam (0-100) 88.8% of students receiving 80% or above (success)
[ARC497 |2023F [B.Weinsten _ |[Sdio  |R+1 [Understand a range of Gesign based and other © T5), ovaluating e range and | The Benchmark for PG 5 & 60% (5) or above Assignment 12 Find g 3 boxcom/iolder/26753
research methods usec: for 8113 or 62% achieving a B (success) in student #s. 2025539
devloped in ach phase s cvauated o sclo of 010, with 5110 = A, 88,99 = 8 77.99= C.|513 o 38% achewng a C paseng, studo)
Project Part 1 Develop rubric to assess diversity and approprateness of
e aifeing weights per assignment/ project phase in Sylabus. acn grade sheet qualty at
lcommunicated though 2L % o studens recsing 70%: o shor assing, ) [isinct phases.
NB: Assignment was reduced 1o 10% (rom 20%), and total grade adjusted accordingy prjectPart
o2 n
8% of students receiving 70% or above (passing, studio) rofloctivelcritical thinking and verbal and g
Project Part 3 ommunikotion ik 15 aeuiate methode, fndngs goals and
69% of studants raceiving 80% or above (success) lappication to design experimonts.
8% of students receiving 70% or above (passing, stucio)
Project Part 4 improved range of
7% sudens receng 0%, o shov ucooss) lemployed and continued improvement o data gathering,
23% of students raceiving 70% or above (passing, studio) lanaiysis, and visuatzation, the course does nee to buid in
Fint Grace (Srado Rosior, ounding upldown) oratie spoculation exercises so that students buid agilty
[ARC498 |20245 [B.Weinstein _ |Swdio |R+1 0 Z Phases. VETHOD: Exiaf o et Phases e semostr, a2 atslated 233 (1 Prlmiany 2 Seharat - {The enairas o PG5  00% @) r ahve. T Uban i boxcom/iolder/26753
architectural design methods including modefing, drawing and wriing, 3_Developed, 4_Resohved a Taid outin studgents. ste, analyze case studies, and explore systems 7025530
253 Coneapt. Prcass and Exeioton Each phasa s evaluated on scale of 0-10, with 910 = A, 8.8.99 = B; 7.7.99= C. ldlagrammaticaty.
2. Develop place, 1_Profiminary
[osondng o scoga cubsal echneogel anlr o et mator 2 o ot g Each p specicy, L acn grade sheet 3 A or23% /2. continue to develop links between mapy
aimary and schomate prases ot Gomments |6 x5 or 46% rmemaetvarars0 ot soveoping somoept models
land grades communicated through 2L
3. Mantest a hrough the design of presented |See. b Sylabus 2_Schomatic 3_ore concerted research and innovation regaring crical
[ an autheniic,procise and compeling mannor through witen, verbal and visual media. bitps s [An overai grad for each assignment was given. 2 A or 15% st of necla- Sudans desparmah nend ' dvelp o
6B or 46% [ttcalatttude to media and therefore improvemens would
 sessions on this
3_Developed topic introducing exampies earier.
4xA0r31%
7B or 54% ore clear rbii to help with grading, partcuiary with larger
numbers of students
4_Resoled
3xA or23%
6 B or 62%
5_Rofnodio prosonted
7xA
4 xB or31%
[ARC 410F [2024S [C.Crosson _ |Stdio |R#1 T Tdanily, describe, and apply the critara tnal make mull-use bashs f6asbie as & decentallzed rasiruciars (o |1 Assassmant oocurs i profacis: 20, 3.0 and 4.0, 6.0 [Thie Benchmar for PG 5 5 80% (8) or above Modulo or Assignment # 2.0 2 Work wih suderts more Gosel 1o devolop therr 7 5
in Tucson projects: 2.0, X /17 or 12% achieving an A prototypical pieces and systems diagrarms. Some students {70253
2. Assassmant occurs in projects: 4.0, 6.0 | Succoss s definad across 3-par crteia of: concept, process, and execution. | 11/17 or 65% achioving 2 B [systoms diagrams were not comprahensive and not cosaly
2. Design water 4117 or 23% achieving a G linke to the data provided by county flood contro.
projects: 4.0, 6.0) 1 tounicha pitol an (6% 80% or above (success)
|sometimes unexpected ways of addressing crteria 1005 Poreont of sudrts rocoing 70%or ahove (asing. studo)
2. PROCESS: the degree Module 0
[explored in botn degree to which 2117 or
acvance o prject g mua.smn.a rpwmarts and o e m,.. 1117 o5t achioing a8
c
oot T pocon of st g 80%or aove s

ucooss)
100% Percent o students receiving 70% or above (passing, studio)
3. EXECUTION: the degrae to which the projoct exhibts mastery o technique

e
lobjectives; the degrae to which the project s excelent as a physical atfact.  |3/17 or 18% achieving an A
12117 or 70% achioving 2 B
2117 or 12% achieving a C
88% Percent of students receiving 80% or above (success)
100% Percent of students receiving 70% or above (passing, studio)

Module or Assignment
517 or 26% achieving an A
10117 or 59% achieving 2 B




[ARC 497 [2023F |C. Domin Sudo  [RH 7 £ o [T Via WPL Assignment 1. ang 5 80% [®) or above @ Jror Tight Research and £}
[colages, dravings, models, photos and other arfact. innovation Project Inquiry class, we propose (o incraase the (702553
2. Via MPL Assignment 1 delerables and Faculy Presentation. Leaming Outcomes for ARCAS7 MPL are assessed via detalled grading rubrcs | Module or Assignment # 1 number of assignments from 2 o 3 i order to provile earler
2 Developa P for each of the semester assignments. 7114 or 50% achieving an A lgrading during the semester and incroase crieria based
of Lignt. 3. Via MPL Assignment 1, 2 delverables + evaluation 6114 0r 42 9% achiovng a 8
80% or above = ieided n defined outcomes this
are which are to forthe the 4. Via MPL Assignment 1, 2 delierables + evalualion Modulo or Assignmont # 2 emair bt wo voul e o Consiar adding a gl bohing
ndependent project 8114 0r 57.1% achioving an A o
5. Via MPL Assignment 1,2 delverables + evalation 5114 0r 35.7% achievng a 8 e couee. Physeal ght model ware daplyed wihcoar
4 ofa draving, and text Parent o sudens rsceting 0% o above (scons) = 52.8% intent and welkcraed sophistcation.
5. Utiize teratve design techniques o evaluate project goals. 1308 ar 7.6 acieing an A [The ste analysis component s pared with an on-ste fiek
2114 0r 14.3% achieving a 8 investigation in the spring semester. Incroasing the level of
80% or above - focus durng the fa semester on a moro defined sie locale
(v transoct analyss) could assist with doepeniny
understanding and context fo the final Light of Place madels n
ihe fal semester. Moving the site analysi comp
[ARC 498 |2024S |C. Domin Sudio  [Rel T Rbilly 1 create and present a concepiual rasearch based desgn projact composed of drawings, madls, and |1 Provds a range mfarmaton and daia regarding the physcal and asto v B)orabove. (Basod on curont projactions, 100% of he 14 studont cohort achieved _|For the next foralion of MPL ARGAS Capstone studio, we vil
[generatie artfacts related {0 (Veta) Physics of Ligh. of the mnvestigation socose based o our b anc gracing et (A7 ®).2(G) ocusmorssbndon o e anskion fom e Researchand 102539
are assessed via detaled Inquiry phase of the endeavor o sie and project intertned.
2, Aty 1 deviop o profec satmant rat sablahes goss ramad it st ek of ke, progra,and 1,23 defiverables + + Student Prosentation [oach of the semester assignments and extemal evaluation rbiic t the final [The relatvely objective, iaht typology investigations shou
(Meta)Physics of Ligh rosear Projoct 3 oviow. |could bo more clear integrated into the fial phiase o teh
2. Manifest (Meta)Physic of Ligh research in @ manner that enhances the human, energeti, cutural, and material vesigaon va e and acive ivesigaton v foucess
of a ste and program, using image. | sto MPL studont Tyler Newman received the Capstone Studio Design Excellence Jattantion on tha the Light of Place project developmer
(arawings. and text 19 2024, vettod by extemal evaluators
1 Facuty + [The tpthe our ste ocaton shouid be compieted eatler in the
4 2 place though an gt [schedule—possibly during the frst week of the spring semester
materals, environmental systoms, and buiing technology. 3. Present a projectin an authenti, procie, and compeling manner through writen, verbal, and visual informaton o the week before school begins (f possble).
e g cteome of Mt sis o L researcn
s it of Place pe .
[ARC497 |2023F [C.Trumble  |Sidic |Rel Tosearch =0 nforee research
frea “hgree” Suongly Agree” (5 Goal 1025539
to conduct, synthesize, document and
 resenationom. roscarch. Aspe 1 have 75% pofo at el of S up fom
s
[ARC498 |2024S [C.Trumble  |Sdio |R1 B = MPROVEVIENT PLAR:
B * "svongly Agte” 5. 2025539
presrtation formn n
2 specil course sessionilb held 1o noducesudents o the various
effective researchand o empioy that research n design, Asie tohave
ARC 410 (20245 |D. Brubaker [Swdio [R+T 2 A desp respect and curosiy fo e fascinating el of buIdNg scence, grounded In 3 knowledge of e basic | The students were assessed Using Grawings, GGUsSns, energy modeing, computer modaing, nanaiives, model,[A ket scale was Used i he Rubrc for he assessment. [Trers wers 16 students n e caurse, New course could be Improved by binging on & contracior next mlolder /28753
[princples that gover buidings' energy use, urabiity, and occupant heait. ideos, and verbal presentations that were subted o the Deparment of Energy - National Reriowablo Enery llass o better achieve realistc projact costs. 7025530
Lab for assessment by industry expert Jurors. IAtso used was Solar[in my opinon il of Bulding Scence
o tartun protlon-eaing, sty estncs, anc the sbiy 1 loan e s Uk A s workng Decathion Competiion. by NREL helped to measure
teams with tight deadines, there wilbe plenty of Spporunily to mprove your forthe assessment. Seo Evsiaton methodsand rbrcs i the Slar Docathion Rules page 25:29. [tutherng he knoweageof bl s Jsuccess.
[management W ihes tsams made 10 the Fnals compotilon. Ths o sigoco tat
Semifinal Submission was worth 20%. Succoss was defined by a score of greater than 80%. e teachng ot
o) wiha negoliating the diflrence between the. colleges in the compatiion. One team won fst place in Ahavﬂms»vnanﬂ [t to addross any team cohesion issues.
specalzed language of and effeciive a broader publc. Final Project Report was worth 50%. was the wianer of the overall competion. Another tear cond
e ion These outsnding osuts hows (h efo and
) Creato meaningtul content for your portflo o assistin securing fulue employment opporunlies. Prsentation materials were worth 10%, passion that the students put into this course.
) Work 0 assoss, and then to meet thoi roay 15 out o 16 students achieved success (above 80%) n this class.
You wil complete the folwing activties in this class:
) Compose, execute, onn leaming path,
o) Work within a both the Solar
[Docathion program rles as wel as the requirements of the clent group.
1)Destn 3 bukdingana sttt desig 1 e Solar Ducation Dasgn Chaterge corttn. T desgn ana
of
o competion avisions Gubuthen snle amly housn.  aiached Rousing, mbed-vee LA PoLng.
leducation buling) as detemined in class.
) The design of the bulding mest Pi .
ARC 410F [2023F |E Guemero  [Swdio [R#T 5 Have the abilty & apply methodoiogical ook of observation, documentation. and analysis (o e bu ufban | Assignments on Moduls A and Module B1 as named below i secton 233, [Te benchmar for PC 5 & 60% (8) or above 72 students achieving 60% or better outcome, rbrcs and
lenvironment at varous scales rom the strel, bock, nelghborhood, cly, and region. [assossmont via cloary stating lsaring uuuumﬁs\n the 7025530
|Graded on a scale of zera ()t 100. 12 total students n the course module/assignment document and ru
6. Have the abilty o analyze and interpot case studies and relte knowiedge o local conditons.
Produce a lecture o introduce new modules/assignments,
i e loarg tha s desn iad wih s work s
[ARC 410F [2023F |E. Weber Sudo R+l 0 e, ssembies and | Assgnment 1~ Delals and shop drawings are carefuly execued, accurate, and horough. [Citera for vatuation nciude the completeness of the assigament, 00% of students passed the dass ibrcs and
el tosting. ldemonstrated appication of concepts, and understanding of concepts and | Assignment 1: lassessment. n025s39
manage in th To%arboteris (N ot s for i e
2 s projct. |considored a successful projoct rasignment 2 [ Wil reinforco connection betwoen eaming objectives by
[Assignment 3 - Student s reliable, engaged i the work,takes nlatve on ste, moves the projectforward. restating the intended outcomes.
3. Have the bty to consinuct an energy-efficent and water-conserving dweling I
nctonaly el assignment 3:
4. Have the abil work, budy " consueionprocesses, | documanied smd eammed i el mamner. 15115
Jand inspection preparation relevant to completion of tis project, 100%
[Assignment 5 - Joumal is kept conscientiously, with a high love of detall and annotation. Assignment 6 - Student i Assignment 4:
e to present the trajectory of their own contribution o the project graphicaly and oraly. 15115
100%
Assignment organized and timely manner. Assignment s:
1415
o3%
assignment 5:
15115
100%
Assignment 7:
[ARC 410F [2024S |E. Weber Sudio  [ReT 7 assombies for e ssembies and | Assgnment 1~ Dalals and shop drawngs o carefuly execuled, accurate, and Thorough. Shap drawings are | Cifera for evaluation ndude e completensss of o assignment. i ion N Getals oed more sxposUTe boxcom/iolder/28753
il tsting concepts, and 06720 or 30% achieving an A land shopifabrication drawings coming into thi class, as | have |7025539
esuts as evidenced in the coresponding documentaton. 70% or better’s | 11720 or 55% achieving a 8 limted bandwidih to show them all o the intricacies of this
2 s project. to manage Student  [considered a successful poject, 03/20 o 15% achieving a C procass. Studonts leam a groa deal about whals necessary,
consistenty coordinates theiefforts with ciassmates. Module or Assignment # _2_Sie Management [and the s of ther understanding when they actually have to
3. Have the ability 1720 o5t aciewng an X buid from them, which s a great esson. |
[Assignment 3 - Student s rlible, engaged i the work,takes ilative on ste, moves the projectforward. Student o200 5% sy more examplos this semostr, which holped signifcantl. | think.
4. Have the ability work, . constructon processes, [works wellwih cassmates {o achiove project goals m« - Pl | i ntroduce this a bitin the ARG221 course, so i wor b
land inspection praparation rlevant to completin of this projct, 15720 r35% s o |completely foreign ater i thei edcation
[Assignment 4 - Design work s strong el 5720 or 5% acmmg 55,
documented and implamented i a timely mannor. 02120 or 10% achieuing a C The other o | noed to improve i direct mdividual
Module or As 4 Dostn 8amo: Inlmeiaton -k Wotk | accouiabify o s complton.Gorg fonvars | i e o
[Assignment 5 - Joumalis kept conscientiously, with a high level of detai and annotation 12120 or 60% achioving an A ssign specic tasks and expecled due dates for construction
08/20 or 40% achieving a B sk completon. | have been reluctant o do this i the past
aleto tothe Module or Assignment # _5_ Canstruction Joumal because there are numerous variabies that impede student
oraly 15120 or 75% achioving an A |completion, many of which are outsdo of ther and my) control
04720 or 20% achieving Pernaps creating requirements and then ediing
Assignment organized and timely manner. Q0o smowg o | would work, but s challenging as i dates change, some
Module Twilwork on
19720 0r 853 achoving an A |developing a batter plan for this over he next yoar.
IARC #70F [2023F |1 Robies [Sudio [RT rdersand o esear pafrmad i coues cam Wl e dos process and aciooms S SyRabus Tor Prfoctoutins T o30h s Gara Tor sssessmart, and waghs o avsssamant. o Prave T Wi and s out o 00 P T v
ssssanent v eay satng leaming becives n 2025539
veyance of deas,  |Assignment sheet nked below: [The benchmark for PC.5 s 80% (8) or above. P1 -Dofine Light |assignment shees and rubrics, reinforcing the leaming that s
esaiahng o s 3 teamandecingard st  dsgn hat s g and s of e 90 or above: 8119 dosend of i sudents rom o coue
h and process of disc Phase 1: Define Light, worth 20% of total course grade Each phase weights assessments related o the studio content and Leaming (80 or above: 10/19.
|Outcomes at each phase. See Assgnments shoets 60 or above: 1119
s 3 ManifstLoht atarl, Dt & A’ woth SO% of il s grado ar ovaklad o g
cicomes Praso s worth 2 Is ovaluated for Evidence through process of as ovidenco o5%
Poriodic group pin ups, indivdual and team desk s, feedbackiredines on work at each phase as well as crical |Crteria and Weights sted in the Sylabus, and Outines and Rubric isted i the_[P3 - Manifest Light
roviews at the end of aach phase process, and 0 or above: 12119
80 or above: 7i19




PC5 [ARC 497 [2023F |1 Robles Sudo R+ T Understand how research performed n The course can nform e design process and outcome. Each Pra BT hove.
esearc, analyses, data and metics 2113 -90 or above |content being explored and researchod in a manner that 7025539
3. Understand the nature of materias and thei social, economic, poiical, and envionmental impacts. Eacn Phase is weighted and assessed out of 100 points. 4113 -80 or above lquaifies and quaniifies the work performed.
Each Phase Is worth 20% of total course grade (60%) and the final Phase Is worh 40% of total course rade. 6113 -70 or above
Eac an [Since tis is @ pre-cursor to Spring's 498 Design Studo
the work: omaner, i varing o the Leaming succoss Loaming Outcomo 1 can't be fuly assessed unti the ond of the
jat cach p 46% - 7079, passing folowing temn. Wil need to adjust this LO to reflect and assess
ek Readings and Gr roading s for 8% - 60.69, not passing [work completed in the research phase alon
fcadback, Gonceptboas 2 o for et and Comment.prods ot dscvssans Mouih e semestr. [Evience (hough proess of e phases and he wak roduced as ovidnce [P2:
111390 or above i coes ad ssssarnt ca b dovelopad fther 0 s
Eacn in (8113 -80 orabove iculated outine and rubric for th
the syllbus, assignment sheets, and the citera outined both n the sylabus' |3/13 - 70 or above ok resoarhed s semeste and sl forcrly.
|Course Components ang Citeria of Evaluation 1113 - 60 or above
69% - 80 or above, success. L it it oo e contnt o
23% - 7079, passi takea tod. This il be calbrated to further o ontiy
% - 60:69. not passing e e can acdance s rsearch and svlote
p3: nnovations.
3113 -90 or above
4113 -80 or above Sinc this course i in tandem as the research semester Lo the
5113 -70 or above pring 498 course. it was a focus that the majoriy of he.
1/13 - 60 or above lassossment take place in the Sping lowards meetng the
545 - 50 or above, success. Loarming Objecives related o PCS, as the culmination of the
38% - 7079, passing [ work wil stve to exempify ressarch and inovation th
5% - 60.69. not passing |design methodologies, matera studies, program and
Pa. [envronmental expermentations.
5113 -90 or above
5113 -80 or sbove
PC5 [ARC 498 |2024S |4, Robles Sudo  [Rel [Upon succassial completion of s course, students wit [Each Phase wil ba assassad using the Criara of Evalualion d out n 233 al each phasa rough 1he samasiar. |The banchmark for PC.5 & B0% () or above. Based on grading scale 1 73 Students n the course. [The studio rally ooks at design through wsearch and
Each phase and perthe Crtera set  [sylabus. onovaon, Exprmenatons invayng slesanddcpines (7025539
1 dosign i the context of | energelic, ecological and culural  [forthin 23.3. The. singular, that embodies th loutside of archtecture atow for portunies in mothods
mpications. ihrough the presented work 4113 -90 or above processes, and outcomes through the research and design
513 -80 or above innovative aspects of the successful pojects
2. Have the abilty t0 respond to s and and Jah the 3113 -70 or above fom the past wil be shared earler i the research seminar to
[design process 1113 -60 or above loutine and busd knowledge from the research and intorosts
ldone prior.
3. Have the abilty 80% (success) or above: 70%
nvestigative and foratve processes of defining mwng expaning o and anani o ekt of 3 pco, 70.79% (passing): 23%
s ecosystem, inhabitants, envionments, and materl
4. Have the abilty on and 3113 -90 or above
the micro-macro 6113 -80 or above
4113 -70 or above
80% (success) or above: 70%
70-79% (passing): 30%
2113 -90 or above
7113 -80 or sbove
413 .70 or above
80% (success) or above: 70%
7079% (passing): 30%
pa:
513 -90 or above
PC5 [ARC435 |2024S |L. Hollengreen, |History + |Core B Tosoarch and Toton Giing the work Tosarch 550% (B) or above For course grades 4 Consider usa of ribrc for e fmal profact.
B. Weinstein  |Theory of specifc authors and architects, questions, keywords, exempary sources, both fextual and archiectural [grades range from A through E. 2025539
|Grading from 0-100. 60 or above is considerad passing. [ Work towards grading standardization across 4-5 faculty
2. Ability to develop a clear and coherent witen statement of design aspiration and intention = 57 students) lgracers. Resist grade infaton.
e
the research that can howto formuate a I addtion, assess automaic deductons for sudents who fai
rosearch queston, credivle, and search, to adher to the formatting and other requirements for the final
lconcusions. project?
For the fnal poject submission. o) Students who did not achieve the leaming objectives of the
/80 students achieved an A (45%). o tudents uho vers ey st avr e cnurse
24780 students achieved a B (30%). o the semastor or impervious to guidant
6180 students achieved a G (7.5%)
6180 students achieved a D (10%).
6180 students achioved an E (7.5%).
on the. 7% of
substaniialy deficient or did not submit at a.
cuminating,
ckate e chalonge of sssinnd fooss over v waek profeh t ho
end of the semester and of synthesizing materals from the course and
PC5 [ARC 410F [2024S |M. Silver Swdio  [Rel G ol ] At 7y s o g i SoTere e STl | Wk ahy [The Benchmark for PC.5 & 80 (B) or above. 72 studans, Dovelop a lghtar Ink between patiem and surace thiough a
vt aoai e s modemalen more rigorous exploraton of taping geometries deployed in (702553
2. assessed form. 100% achioved banchmark or above. ree- gimensional space.
2 analogue material control, qualy, detal, and
precision 3. Assassed by how innovative & given design solution was.
g o
lconceptuaizaton
FC5 [ARC 410F [2023F [S.Dickinson _|Studio_|R#1 7 Study cimate Then |Each module requies a visual conesive dissaminalon (verbal and physica focused on [hal paricular par of e | The benchmark for PC.5 s 80% (B) or above. 7 Wil @ dosigned nex year o bs part
xtrapolate deas and princiles for dosign thinking, sytabus. Each module is based on ethoss. Module #1 lof an Rl 2025539
dosign e rlalng to temporal aspects of change and cimate to create more adaplive and resbentfulures. I |Rubric foral work,see Insinuctiona folder 100% achioving a C
2. Develop and Research macro-scale daia-mapping wih GIS and ofher tools. ).t 100% of students passsing
ule # 2
s wit 100% achieving a B
100% of students recaiving success
4 Social, and
100% achioving
5. Gonerato 100% of students receiving 60% or above
Module # 4
100% achieving a B
FC5 [ARC 410F [2023F |T. Rosano Sudo  [Re T Compare E Gatral, sconome, Forai L0. 550% ®) or above T8 Sudonts Bocause of he integration herent 1 @ design profect, 116
manifestations. b is analytc overall, but holstc wihin each crferion. This (7025539
Border History to evaluate Leaming Outcome 1; [Rubric (based on %) wih the following crera evaluated: A8 students passed the course with a 8 or higher. However, one-point _[makes it challenging to assess sach L.O. individualy.
2 Research and analyze conditions at the U.S /Mexico border o form a postion statementnesis dircting a 3 stugents fom \ which is
[design solution. Project Formation o evaluate Leaming Outcomes 2. 3 |Concept, Execution, Process, Prosentation (woight of each crterion changes | the throshold between success and sinply ‘salisfed course |One remedy is o adjust the rubic to address some L.O.
rom Interim o Finai) requiements” |separatety, keeping cieria that adress the project
b . and specifcally for a p i3n Resolution 10 evaluate Learming Outcomes 2,3, 4,5 |comprehensivey
poitcal,or environmental conditions. Note: ubris are attached to (at the end of) each assignmentiproject statement
4. Employ diagramming. draving, modsiing, and narative o critcally investigate ideas, queston assumptions, and
tost hypotheses though a process of teration.
FC6 ARC 410F [2024S [C.Crosson _[Swdio [R+T T nd ntfacng v 50.70a0440,60 [Te Bencnmar for PC.6 & 60% (8) or above Wodule or Assignment# 4.0 T Provds
n iocn. 50,7 and 10,60 17 or 18% achieving an A studio -
[Success s defined across 3-par crteria of: concept, process, and execution. | 12/17 or 70% achieving 2 B inan s oy et e anc mwummwmmo«
2. Demonstrate a non-architects 7 ar 12% achieving a C s can be impro
(Assassmont aceus m poects: 80,70 ana .. 6.0 1. CONGEPT: h dagrs oy  wotk exioksugnicart gt and [89% Percntof studants s 80% o above (sccese) [semester.
[somatimes unexpected ways of addressing crteria 100% Percent of students receiving 70% or above (passing, studio)
Note: 7.0 0 buid and assess these 2 Worwih sudents more dosolon thot ographics and
They project 7.0 as part @ stud /2. PROCESS: the degree 1 with non-architects. Provide more
requiements B [explored in both metho and content. the degree to which a student s able to | 13/17 or 76% achieving an A sumznlul ‘examples and books of examples so that students
ladvance the project through welkdesigned experiments and testing; the degres [4/17 or 24°% achieving a B i begin by immolating success [0 know what success loks
in a arge cuural 100% and foos e
lcontext 100% Percent of students receiving 70% or above (passing, studio)
g degree to which technique [ Module or
he degrea o which e
lobjoctves; the degree to which the project s excelent as a physica atfact. | 10/17 or 59% achioving & B
7 ar 12% achieving a C
o2% Pacantof stunts mosvng s0%or bove ucsss)
100% Percent of students receiving 70% or above (passing, studio)
Modle or Assignment # 7.0
517 or 26% achioving an A
10117 or 59% achioving & B
2117 or1 ngac
PC6 [ARC 436 [2024S [C. Pfer Practice |Core B of he Ahtect o nine T incuges |METHOD: Using as ole of e hove. 2024 Data: [Separate out he spciic slements of he course rolated 1 ths
oting gl and Tnancal oatonas borween e ArHIac and wners, conlraciers. consuans, s oups, . [achlac  (hg consrcion usy. T Caon 1 25605500 h o (1O cass Grade an il oxars i 1064730

lgovemment agencies.

(159% ciass grace).

s with aeutt
buiing construction problerms

n Lectures 5,6,7,8 8.

Locture 5 content assessed in Mdierm oxam 04 & 06,

4. Apply
and costs

Locture 6 Gontent assessed n Mdiern exam question 05,
Locture 7 Content assessed in Mdierm exam question 05, 09, 10 & 11
Locture 8 Content assessed n Mdiern exam question 14.

Locure 9 din 17,188 10,

Misterm and Final exams are assessed on a numercal scale based on muliple
[choice and short answer questons.

Perodicaly thiough the semestar, assessment statisics are reviewsd to denty
lgaps n knowledge forrenforcement.

Mdterm Average: T
577 Sudenss acroved agrade f 80% o hhor

Final Average: 94.43%
74181 Students achieved a grade of 80% of higher

traciing of sucoess for this crteron. Coser tracking would
lenable earler and more effectve reinforcament of content.




PCE [ARC 410F [2024S [D.Brubaker  [swdio  [Rel 61 Viark wih & Gt group 1o assess, and hen create solutions (o meet Thev requrarants oo o wors dvesood Ui drevngs, oisoan, GTTay modoio,Computr del, TaTaes, ToUo 150 Sarchmar for PG5 80% 10 oo Eoutor1s e cass proved by bringing on a contacior nexl [ Rtps /arion a0 b com/Idsr 28253
Deparment of e botor achan rat pofos st 7044739
You wit complete the folwing actvtes i tiscass: Lo o scvamen sty sxpor .
New course could have more specifc rubrics to measure
1 Compose, execute, and reflect on an indiviiual development plan to it your own leaming path A brc was also used fo the assessment Jsuccess.
9) Work witin both the Solar emifnal Submission was worth 20%
cation program s as el as i rcalaments o th sk o 1y o address any team cohesion issues.
Final Project Report was worth 50°%.
1) Design  bukng andsubm that dasio 0 h Sl DocationDasion Chalnge compitn:The dsinand
ubmision wil meet the requitments defined by the Solar Decafion Prosentation 10%
the competiion divisions (suburban single famiy housing,  attached housing, mixed-use multfamiy housing,
education buling)as determined n cass.
) The design of the builing wi also meet Phius requirements forthe selected buiding type.
I of the tn contest crteria defined by the
imaiion: Awhicciue_Eaninssing Ealose. il | te.Curle toatth o i
FCo [ARC 410F [2023F [E Guerero  [Studio [R+l 7" Have the abillty o conduct mulldsciinary teams. [Assignments on Moduls A Module BT and Module B2 a5 named below n secton 233 [T benchmark or PG 6 & 60% (8)or above. 72 students achieving 0% or betiar outcome, s and Box comfolder/28753
ssssamnt v eay tatng kaming outcomesn e 2047
|Graded on a scale of zero (0)to 100. 12 totalstudents in the course modulelassignment document an
Produce a lecture to ntroduce new modulesiassignments,
statng the leaming that s desid nked wit the work n studo.
FCo [ARC 410F [2023F |J. Robles Sudo  [RAT [Understand how research performed i the course can iform he design process and outcome. [See Sylabus for Prolect outine for sach phase. cter for assessmen, and weighs of assessment Each Phase s weighied and assessed oul of 100 points. 75 Students s somester box comlfolder/28253
7044739
conveyance of deas. Al see assignment shets for each Phase: 801100 s considered successiul P1 -Light of Place (grou) o
evakiting gl a  tartand et o aricuin  doog 1k # reoporafe amd s 1 1 701100 s consitered passing 90 o above: 13119 fo group wrk and leaming objecives and outcomes ated
research and process of discovery Phase 1: Liht of Place 10% assessed via oulined creia, weighis, and conlent/ubri va assignment shees on 80 or above: 6/19
roup research Each phase weights assessments elaed to the studio content and Leaming Focus hs past year was on the content ofthe work,but wil
In adtion, students who complete the graduate course wil be able to: |Outcomes at each phase. 0% (success) or aboe: 100% noed to furher dovelop how he team contibutes and is
Phase 2: 15% Group - Project development lassessed for their contriution
T 1 lohtin archtacture and ks afect on space and dacison Euidence though process of the phases and the work produced as evidence. |P3 - Modulate (group)
making n Gesion. Phase 3 ~Execution of 30% and group submital fo 9 o above: 10119 [Thraugh feedback and reflection of students for ach phase o
competiion and implementation o physical Exhiilon 20% Each Phase's assessment is aid out in the Assignment Shees. 80 or above: 9119 lacidross the leadership and colaboralion at ea phase, Inked to
2 ofa grad by example n research and fgor brougt [t leaming outcome.
thei teamwork and mentorship of undergraduates (Overali: Woekly desk cis it teams, mixed with undergrad and grad were used o assess the abiity o the groups Crteria and Weights fsted i the Sylabus, and Outines and Rubric ted in the_[30% (passing) or above: 100%
o work ogether |Assignment Sheets.
~Manifest Light
90 or above: 12119
80 or above: 7119
FCo [ARC 410F [2023F [S Dickinson _[Studio_[R#T 7 gy amate Treory, ren [Each modue equres a vsual cohesve Gseminaton (el and othe 0% @) or above T Wil re-desgned noxl year o ba par|ips//arzons a0 bax con/der 28753
xtrapolate ideas and princiles for design thinking. sytabus. Even though havo an nchidualproduc, there are many oroup disoussons and of an Ret 7044739
studntsloam fom thrs va ek, mstngs and ol s, n Ve 2 anc 3. we 100% achieving a
2. Develop and research macro-scals data-mapping with GIS and ather ools. o rsource: omplexty 100% of students passsing
M«umannu«m soncpio mmmuwm i eseaine sosin meinods. conbuatanphass & it
3. Develop and work and 100% achieving
100% of sudents roceiing success
4 socia, and Moduie # 3
100% achieving a O
5. Generate 100% of students recening 60% or bove
Modul # 4
100% achieving a B
oot of
PCE ARC410F [2023F [T.Rosano _ [swdo [R#l 3 Interrogats Wiemationalborder poley Generaly, and specicall or & pAMcURT naed and/or pporunty oAl 1o Assessment s Based on amalyie b for [The Benchmar Tor PC 6 & 80% (B o sbove 15 students FoForton e v pota o v pon [T
social, politca, or envitonmental conditons. out by havi 70aa739
esign Resalution (porto of which %) withthe folowing tnecouse ih o 8 righr: Howevr anepont csvgnmant i adaresces s spectc sssreneron
3 students from nis
|Concept, Execution, Process, Presentaton (weight of each crrion changes [at the hreshold between success and simply ‘satifed course
rom Inerm to Final) requirements”
Note: rubricsare attached o (t the end of) each assignmentprojec statement
FC7 NA NA  [NA NA NA B e o e Gevelopment Teaching and L 7 defned a5 sdvanding loward the Tree plars of he [T T 2 qualiatve measure of success al e present me. However, | Fold a vorkshop T
chiecture cohors inthe SoA [ Teaching and Leaming Culure Polky of the SoA including ine it 1 8 Ao o i ncod Guaia asncsnon i |CAPLA wit an a0 mtit -Doranhoy Dovoprantl | 7363550
rograms. The poicy s assossed ndireclly  the Town Hals hat occurn the B.Arch program once each semastr. of meeting the e 2.
Futhr .7 s assessadn Sk Wotshoss an Progam ostngeihat ser troughouth academc year. or (1) Commntyof Stakahokars: otsng o communy of sehodors vhoss [l
st culre, teaching and leaming cutureis assossed in Stucko Assessments and Guriculum Com irengih fes in the agency of the ndividuat [stucio Caorsinator Polcy outines improvemens that were
Metings. 2)Dateratly Developmantt suppor o th carniy i congruence wih |determined rom the studo coordinator Program Meeting and
forves for change allow students and faculy ik o be pushed towards growtn lassociated survey as folows: slabus and assignment
The studio coordinators and faculy teaching in coordinated studios were surveyed in the fallof 2023, They then [and supported along the way: and preparatons pror o the semester, developing assessment
mot na cuture, The psione Synthesss camtbe sled ethods an s assoiaod i cacheaming vicome.
were both paints of assessment of PC.7. have gor, more consistent communical
eopetcochone 1 af ot ety el colaboratve grading and vaksion wologarized wvovs
f ™
FCo [ARC302 [2024S [E Guerero _[Studio _[Core i The user, program. forces, resources, and edesian [Tre benchmar or PG5 & 60% () or above. 6 students 25 an o Improving tho Sours. box comlfolder/28253
[perfomance and the transiation into buit envionments. Loaming outcome: ordnated studio, Focus on the user needs responcing to a pogram that's  |sa5500
8.9 |Graded on a scale of zero (0)t0 100, monitored by the nstuctor aong the entire module.
s sirategy. people of diferent backgrounds, Module B: 94% of studants achieved a 8 orhigher
resources and abities Program Giierion 2 _plan for improving the earning oute:
Program Crterion 8 5 sections 07 Strengihen the relatonshp between program and user
. Pariipate 1 th dobto o cotamporyMousng nods, ot o wkopalate ool a8 s 0 ha ads. Fommalze the aggregation and unit design as a
Inousing crsi (defic). Modue secton 1. 16115 passed. miestone, before moving into o
[Design Synthes Loaming outcomes: LO8 Once the user s decied, focus the effort n understanding|
123.4,5,6,7.8,9.10, 14,15,16, Secton 2. 17117 passed hei necds, and ways of elatonship. Inenview a foundation or
NAA citer a real user
Program Giierion 2 secton 3. 17116 passed L0 Propose discussions in studio. Fomalze a mecharism
Crterion 8 here the knowledige of a lecture o a reading s inegrated nto
student Grterion 5 section 4. 17115 passed he design flow. Formaiize the use of 3 readings guiding the
[design proces.
Module 0. Schomatic design. secton 5. 17116 passed
Leaming outcomes: | plan for improving the assessment method and or scale of
1.2.3.4.5,6.7,6.9,10.12, 14, 15. 16 .v.mm
INAAS crfer Before he course sarts, produce a deep reflection among
Program Grterion 2 instructors and discuss the leaming outcome. the module, the
rom Crteron 8 b, and the expectations.
Student Crterion 5
Student Grterion 6 Reduce the evaluated components i allrubris.
Modul E Dosign development nd Sysiams selcton o) goal for increasing the porcentage of students that
Loaming outcome: |demonstrate learning of this outcome for next .
vzusevaamm 12,13.14, 15, 16
& o
Progam Graren 2
P ARC 435 [2024S |L Hollengreen, |Fisory + |Core ool cqutatie access fo wel de: (Al assessmorts: dicussion paricpaton. To 0% (B o above For course grades Tocuty B com/older /28753
5. Weinstein | Theory as et bt pracica. [nandou an ol acibon. hoe ot oviye i, and e oot i ok Sators b oo omsones arades range from A through €. loraers. Resist grade infation. ssss00
roation to the
= 37 sudents) o) Sidonts o0 ot e e eamingaecthns of he
60 or above is considered passing. A rubicis i use for the essays wit the (B = 36 stud tably absent over the course.
following crtra assessed: Substantil analyss of at least 1.2 assigned 0= 5 stusents oo somastor o impanous w guidance
readings. Argumentaton (dcton, siucture, use of evidence, conclusions), D=0
. format. -0
A1 indvidual assignment grade istibutions are reporied for PC.4 and
G5 above.
rade of C orhigher
FC ARC 202 [2024S [5. Trumble S0 |Core Fistn e e our modules. Each module s g 0% @) or above Cooinsiodsode i & feculy s socions Flan assessment o com/folder/78753
design of ow-densiy, forms and econoric MODULE 1. method and or scale of evaluaton esssso0

resources, and abiltes.

Module 1
1. Social Prncpls

2. Envionmental and Ecological Princles

3. Site Organization Prncies.

4. Architecionic Prncies

5. Group Prseralon s Revew

- modue 1 = 25% w
Module 2:

1 SocaLEnvonmentat and Ecoagn rncoes
2. Site Organization and Passive S,

5 Aawroosion ans Dwding UntLogt.
rehitectonic Principies (Inegral

5. Group Presentation/Discussion/Peer Review,

- moduie 2 = 25% weight

Module 3:
1. Light and Shadow Moduiation

2. Passive Systems

3. tion and Architctonic Integration

4 SpatiaVAmospherc/Experionial Qualiies.

5. Group Prosentation/Discussion/Poor Roview,
- moduie 3 = 25% weight

Module 4:
1. Distict and
and incusion

|Components 14 are assessed as folows:
|Concept: the degree to which a work exhibis sgnifcant and insightfl ways of
|addressing leaming objectves.

both method and content; the degree to which a study

Soction 1: 17/17 Students passed
oction 2: 16116 Students passad

6116

hrough terative work.
Exocutin: the degroee to which the projoct exhibis mastery of echnique and
production; the degree (o which i s s qualtative and quantiative
lobjoctvs; the degrae to which the project exnibits excollonce i cral.

[Component 5 is assessed as falows:
2. Presentaton autine: Ablty 0 cearysat one's wn desgn ntrtons and
pincile:

b

[work n diagram and annotation
MODULE 2:
|Gomponents 1-4 are assessed as folovs:

dogroe 1o which a work exnibts sgnificant and insightful ways of
|addressing leaming objectves.

the project s logically and ileratiely explored in

otn method and content; the degree to which a student advances the project
through terative work.
Execution the degree to which the project exhbis mastery of technique and
production; the degrae to which i fufils £ qualtative and quantiative
lobjectves; the degree to which the project exnibis excellence in craft

|Component s i assessed as falous:

15115 Students passed

13114 Students passad
99% achieved success *
* Succsss s defined as a 8 or above.

Passing s defined a5 a C or above.

|A. Strengthen connection between leaming abjectives, rubrics
land crteron

B tograte corequnte course i Enormental Sysems by
lsharng by

ot coreuist couse nDesgn Communicatons




SC ARC 436 [2024S [C. Pler Pracice |Core 7 Understand tne landscape of elics 1 pofessional pracie, akiding e roes of NCARB, The ATA and Local [ WETHOD: Abiiy 1o Gesciibe rles of archiect Wi rgaris o buiding and pubic safely, imporiance of murance | The benchmark for SC.1 s 80% B) or above, 2624 Dt othe
lboards of Technical Regisration o aritects tetonin assssmers, i wout vl o ganiar 2115953
Victem and Final exams are assessed on a numerial scale based on muliple.|Midterm Average: rcking of sucoess fortnis crerion. Glser racking wor
6. Explain the Archtects'role as a protecior of e safety, including history of bulding codes and lcensure. instucton delvered in Lectures 8, 10 & 12 lchoice and short ansiwer questons. 1571 Sadenss acrved agade f 80% o hhor emai sarer and v efecon rolorcaent o coment
Locture 8 content assessed n Mctem exam queston 14. e somest to entty [Final Average: 94.43%
lgaps in knowiedge for enforcement. 74181 Students achieved a grads of 80% or higher
L " 13, and 1214817,
Lcture 12 Contant assessed i Finl axam queston 05, 06 & 0.
SC1 [ARC 4471 [2023F |L.Carr,S. Practice [Gore 5. Tntorprot Land use codes for @ gven project @ ey pertain 1 use Graded by mbrc i Asqn 07, Asgn 05 560% () or above. ASGN o1 [Rsgn 07 & he frstassignment,an:
McDonald health, % of fhe course grade. stucents o poorly simply because they have never engaged (7115953
3. Students apply lecture content to complte a land use code anaiysis that (42174 achieved an A Wit this kind of exercise. Assessing the rosubmil drawing i
5. Appiy a d vertyng a 8 05 wil povide insght a3 {0 grades rflect tudeni
[demonsirate that land use code is provided on the plan to be in compliance. A grading rubic s used to asses |4/74 achieved a C understanding orlack of tim plarr aiso spt our
nat the analyss s compiete., accurately caluiated | defermined, and 617 92D b o aces mtopteaton separily Tom appleaton
(qaphicaly presented n an organized mannar. 6174 received an £
s 10% of
lcomplance using o tpes, A
dimansions, R oraing i B s 8
complte, cear and drawings. c
674 achieved a0
Es [ARC 401 [2023F | M. Kotke Sudo  [Core 2 Understand the Impactof he but envionmant o human heath, safely, and vielare at mpactof e o human heath, safety, and welare at mulple scales, | The Benchmark of success for SC.1 & 8 & grads o hgher (0% forthe | Assgnment 1.1 Forraizon,
ouitings o ciies. o povinge o ues, = ol 10 ARCAD! stugio and refevant assignments. the rinkig and bjecves beind th pofession's missiontowards (2115953
64184 8 or higher (75.9%) man Heath, fety,and Welfare”
9. Have the abillty slnt gas, bl goak. ana the dots wih a ofthe impac of the Pan e, sy, v wsfare t e s, T passng ads o course . e grde of 0% 79184 G or higher (64.0%)
eaith, safety, and 9, and through 1
veter g e agradon of o, sko. oo, and Bk, vk rackg measras uking 5.1, and 6.1 and ther associated evaluation wbris. Assignment 2.1
perfomance from concept o resolu
SC.1 SCOPE DEFINITIONS per 5585 8 or higher 65.1%)
efiniton_2017.pdf) 79185 C or higher (64.0%)
Heatin: Aspects of budings orsites Assignment 3.1
and addross envionmentalconces.
61785 8 or igher 71.1%)
to it or users of 75185 C or higher (88.0%)
buidings or stes
nssignment 5.1
Weltare: Aspects of or enable equal
accoss by, users of buidings o e 56185 8 or higher (66.3%)
83185 C or higher 67.6%)
wih the ARC e AlA COTE ramework for
esion Exulhmx e omsornt s g e akowin masures o e Framowar. Sobgn o
ntegraton, Desig o ssignment 6.1
(Overiew per the AIA COTE Top Ten 63/85 8 or higher 73.5%)
81185 C or higher (65.2%)
in the change through the design of
e thinking hat "
funcion and delih. d walkosing of
. and change
SC1 [ARC 301 [2023F |T.Rosano _ [Studio [Core T Sockl. bukding codes, Wesafety [ForallL 0. Assessman s based on anablc rubr for: [Project #1 (Fnal: ML Laminon & Piojoct #2: (Final) Bbee. [T benchmark for SG.1 5 60°% (8)or above. 63 students o the T
equirements, and Universal Design. races range from A through D lorteron as noted n PC.2,tisciteron speciicfo Universal (2115053
[Rubric (based on %) wih the folowing creria evalualed Dosign has he separatayjurad Universal Design Compotiion
2. Analyze e, user, oafspeople, and |Concsp. Execution, Process, Presantation (weight of each crterion changes A (18 students)
collsborators, and artculate the professional judgement used i the decision.making process. o Inerm to Final) B (48 students) |t see attached Addendury General Reflection
(17 stugents)
Note: rubrics are atached o at the end of) each assignmentproject statement [0 (0 students)
dsonaty. n somasor cumintes 1 supaata it il Do
(compen
E [ARC 436 [2024S |CPiter Pracice [Core T ncluding the oles of NCARB. the AIA and Local _[Intoducton to buiding a foe 0 We B)orabove, 2024 Data ot
lboards of Technical Registation . and lrteron n assessments. Tis would enable more granuiar (0303075
project. This cieron s assessed in the midterm (10% lass grade) and final exams (15% class grade). idterm and Final exams are assessad on a numerial scale based on multple.|Widlerm Average: 79.11% racking of success for this crerion. Closer tracking woud
2 nthe This includes. l6hoioe and shortanswer questions. 45/81 Students achioved a grade of 80% or higher. lenablc carior and more efecive ronforcement of conter.
ot o) and nancal it boveon he Arcntockand o o, conutant, ot goupa, - s dabvered i Locures 1,2, 3, 10, 14 & 5.
lgovemment agencie. 1oh the semester. to Hentiy [Final Average: 94.43%
Lecture 1 content assessed in Mo exam queston 01 & 02. lg2ps in knowiedige for enforcement 74781 Students achieved a grade of 80% or higher
s win aifcut
ouiding constncton probloms Lecture 2 Gontent assessed n Miterm exam queston 12.
6. Explain the Achtects role as a pofeclor of ffe safety, incuding Locture in 12815,
L s, 1214817,
Lecture 14 Content assessed in Fnal exam question 08 & 09
E [ARC 441 [202F |L. Car, Fracice [Core Contracts, agreements. and addenda to define |Quizzes and Final Exam [T benchmar or SG.2 = 60% () or above. Quzo1 [Curent box comlfolder/28756
McDonald the projct scope and outcomes for buiding constnction 30/74 achieved a 90% or hgher; each Jare mixed across mullple quizzes, making i dificul 1o asses (030307
through D2L auiz Quiz b worth 1% of
2. Explai planning the s, recap lquesiion. The improvement action s {0 ceate a quiz dedicated
those crawings, and % or higher, each o ths eaming outcome.
o ine quiczes but include diferent esponse opions. Al quizzes and the final [Quiz s worth 1% of the course grade.
[mandated crtera, and deiver accurate representation note o g o2t |auiz s [This topic i assessed n quiz 01 (avg 815%, std dev 17%) and
we can % or higher, each lquz 02. (avg 83%, td dev 12.6)- Snce hese two quizzes ars
2. donty v tarc ssocs ok wth s and consincton ncuin kg o e o rase Quiz i worth 1% of the course grade 10 assos a leaming objoctve. hey nec
o ycl oss and FIN lchatenging. Our average should be dloser o 75% and the
process. 17% of the course grade. Jstandard deviation shouid be 15°%.
12174 achieved an A
4. Explain daiver a projecton tme, on 30/74 achiever
lbudget and at e guay expecied 26774 achieved a G 505, i qu noods o b mad s s e oo
2174 achie 4o ot fuy asses leaming in this category.
5, trentate ot e o s sponsotes of o sl agortara o pary s s 3174 received an £
[A1A conracts A101, 8101 and A201 foransur met and labity i 10 focuses o 1t and e s v 505
[T e made more robust; the questons do not
i v et s cooges
|Quiz 08 focuses on this topic.and the class average is 82% with
st dov of 17%. This quiz aiso includes questons about
E [ARC 326 |2023F |T.Rosano _|Praciice [Core [+ Bomonstrate Totonships he desgn process. [Assessment s based on Guiz #3 on Programming & Project Devery ®)orabove 4 students Becaise e m
[assessment for his conent seems satitactory. 0503075
[Note: tis course s the st i the three course “Practce” sequence. ths material i intoductory i nature |Quiz results (based on % of 100) 80 out of 84 students (95°%) passed the assessment wi a B or higher,
o
repeated Retroval Paciice.
£ ARC 441 [2023F |L.Carr,s. Practice [Core L4 Interprot buldng codes fr @ gven pofect 5 ey pertan 1 e safety, Guldng assermoles, and accessoiy |Graded by o i ASG 02, 03 and 04, ASGN 05 [T benchmar or SC.3 = 60% () or above. T v o Ragn 02 6%t 2 4% o Tign o com/Tolder/78756
McDonald e 3% with is 82% ith 2 17% sd dev. I [ikely due (o student time management (ts assumption s |1525411
4 1 acos. e o mm basialy have a ot of [ based on reviewing quiz scores folowing the sams content
1L0.5. Apply industry adopted techniques i organizing, producing and veriying technicaly accurate drawings that tebulating what [nigh scores and low scores but few midcle score ich the distrbutin is smaller). A
e safey, " is provided on the plans o be in compliance. A grading rubic s used to asses ldrawing in Asgn 05 wil provid insigh about grades rflect
hat the analyss is compiete., accurately caluiated | defermined, and stucent understandin i . We can also
lgaphicaly presented n an organized mannar. spit our b 1 asses inerprotation separately from
caton.
code
lcomplance using . ine types.
dimensions, hatches and labels. A grading b i used o detemine that
documaniaton compiata caat and.
Esg [ARC 326 [2023F |T.Rosano _|Praciice [Core T Demonstrate ding ab manmade and a Eased on Guz #1 an E e [T benchmar for SC.5 & 60% (8)or above. o students Ty T
o socialand . opography, views, impact of Near a pas ne iz assessment it o ighr s th quizhas ¢ [asssaman o e ui comtent seoms satsiacor. 1525411
0A), and @ [addtionan two Pra-Design analysis. ing)  [au % of 100) attempts and is designed to promote leaming through repeated Retreval
Univeral Design tnat relate {0 their two sudio projecs respeciively. praci For next year, small groups (pars vs. 3 or 4 students) may
|Group Projects (vased on % of 100) work more effectvey o increase accuracy of assessment for
[Note: tis course s the it i the three course “Practice” sequence, ths materl i intoductory i nature Success improved from Project #1 to Project #2. Grades were as follows: e group projects,
For Project#1
4 15),8 @), C25)
For Proect #2
A (15).8 (65), )
With siar creria and increased expectaions or the 20d project, 81 out
o4 stusents suceode a doned by a8 grade orrigher s
Ex ARC 421 [2023F |D. Brubaker Commurcation for mecharical, pumbing, eectical 70.052023 [T benchmar or SC.4 = 60% (8) ar above. HVAG Assignment Provde more sxamples of how o 60 the exercse. B ol
systems. 4 60179 students 576319
121 Quiz questions and Final Assignment 5: 7/79students

121 Compare and optimize
loulings. incuding: cimate.

paiing, or soparat high-
and ventiaton systems.

large-scale bukdings.

141 Draw and annotate buiding-and wal-sections fo communicate systems design.

[31 WUFI Workshop 23 10 26

41 Final Assignment

£ 6179 students

WUF1 Workshop
: 68179 students
5: 6/79students

E: 5179 stdents

Final Assignment
: 41179 students
6. 27/795tudents
: 8179 students




Ex [ARC 321 [2023F [D. Leveretl [Technolog [Gore T NAAB SC4 dorsiand : 5 WETHOD. Tk Guizzes, evdence of T 80% Barabors Quizzes:
ly establshed and emerging systems,tochnologies, and assembles and the metnods and crtera archiects use fo.[assigament name, exam number, and poject number as named below i secton 2.3.3]. 93% of students received a grade of 80% or higher Jand visuaize strcturl concepts n person and n realime. 2576319
i |QUIZZES: The six quizzes are conducted in D2L space and aro vorth three
ot ach,Quizssar based on he readings and kecures n s and e _Prjcts: Pass e s optmal. No changes aniicpated.
20 RC321 The 8. mutole-choice and e al 0% of higher
emersingbling sytoms, fchnoaes,and
assambles. Students foar 1 o evaluate peromance £ OF EVALUATION: Stud " Refections:
Values: perfomance cores aro based on answers. o
|Grade Score = percent of (Achieved points  Avaiable poins).
55 ARCH Couso Lo rriaton: ATG 321 tachs s base capabes of ood . a0 Playposit Vide
ROUECTS: Evaluaion e wilbe crumere i he repecive prject 3% of st recoive  grade of 80%or ighr.
pattems. The foundaton systams. Studonts ories. S, hey wil typcaly incude digital model accuracy, completon of work,
atso exp\me rnots o v o notaion vt o epiire, opesenin, ond v v aravings, use
hono clve, and mtograted annolatin. a pinciples,
oikong oy, land clariy of communication
4. LEARNING OUTGOME: Refer to Laaming Outcomes 19 or the course in saction 2.3.1 abave. [CRITERIAISCALE OF EVALUATION: A rading rubri s proided with poject al
rofds and ases.Evaion criera b s n sy
septon ofiates conepts ad smtatrs, he sy ofsrawing
el o .1, wih s aloted o oaeh reqrd componant. s S
= percent of (Achieved poins / Avaiable poin).
ReFLECTIONS
[whicn suc iten
actvties, or short exercses
CRITERINSGALE OF EVALUATION eecions are ol ncss svnts
Jand aro worth 1 point sach. Raflectans are graded based on accuracy a
Ex [ARC 221 |2023F |E. Weber [Technolog [Core 7 matarals and methods of assembly. Assembl gl 7 0 Erarckes 283 comprenenson of core pincpies [Exam 1 made { more dar o students
ly sizes of materls, and Wihy a desiy aiong wit a demonstrated 31189, 34 be important Consderng (2576319
intho together. True-FalsefMuliple Choice test format. 70% or beer. laciustment o quantiy of materal for course ectures
2. Understand materal performance and ffe cyces. Exom 2:
Exam 1a, question 4 For Exercsos, e e 89,
s appication eram 2. auesion 1 assignment, demonsirted appicaton of concapts, and understanding of
Exam 35, e
4 Understand h pcpies of sssemby  oing g matersand e mpact o consanson makig | 4o, aoestons 21,2 et is considered  successiul projec. 48189, 53.9% meet 80% (success)
buidngs
e “
44789, 49.4% mee! 80% (success)
Exam 1a, question 19, Exam 2a, queston 16,
o1
2. Wny a gesig in the folouing 75189, 86.76% moot 80% (succass)
Exam 1, questons 11, 52 Exorcise 2
eram . avestons ., 14, 26,56, 38,59, 83/89, 93.3% meet 80% (sucsess)
£xam 42, queston
ererae s o sy o o3
% &% ot matotal podormance. 64185, 94.4% maet 80% (success)
2. Exercise 1, and exam questons below:
Exam ta, quesiions 5, 44,47
Exam 2a. questions 2.6, 8, 13, 40
Exam 33, questions 4,30, 37, 39,
Exam 4a. quesiions 1. 14
5. Exercises 283
Ex [ARC 322 [2024S [ Kotke [Technolog [Core [The fotoving topcs and z Sataty. and Wafare i e Coamn s for each of 45 80% ) arabors Assignment 1.1 [Afer Spring 2024, s course wil be retred e 25756
ly e assessmnt b forsach assignment can b found % ha st paga of ach assignment document 2576319
sTRUCTURES Succass n ARCSZ2 s dofnod b oach sudensabily o undarsand spotc 821858 origher (95.47%) Rscommended foaturs to take fovard fom this caurse
1. Have the abilty o order and cormpos for. it i towards other technology courses i the cumcalum would be:
2. Have e ahlly 1 compase  srucura e wih Sonsiarson of maloal eecion,spans, hearshy. and ecarmen il g, ARGz scortred arns ands on eamag. e
moersizing The focus of the assignment 1.0 sefies (11, 1,23, 1.25, and 1.3)s on STRUGTURES. buid the nssignment 1.2 S g opanniont ystoms,framing g marr
3. Have tho abilty o analyzo and diagram stucturallad path and fatera stabilty concapts v digtal model rtocura s an prcopion of SYNTHESIZNG s, onormenta iorarchy and sizng fo taol. concrel, and mass tmber, ateral
compositon and physical mogel estg [Assignment 2.1 focuses on ENVIRONMETNAL FAGTORS facors and buding envelope syserms 65185 8 or nigher (76 46%) rece e somons
75185 C or higher (88.23%)
[ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS 3 Tang32)son and Fom o cmironmentenrgy us tnshysmdtons it
4. Have the abity o orentation, and buiding |FACTORS with the development of a BUILDING ENVELOPE system for the course project Assignment 1.3 lemphasis on suface ares, window to wal area and solar
orentaion yonae it wodom a1 appicaton ot he
s economic 0765 8 or higher (82.34%) peychromeinc char and related paseive and activa design
facors, d 77185 G or higher (30 59%) stategies
2 buiding envelope ©
{thomal resstance, a mssance, and moisture rsistance. Assignment 2.1 uking eneige ndamentals i emohass on el
7 hat play aton; in
79185 8 or higher (52.95%) 7235 g e coroquita smonase o svctre omd
[CONSTRUCTION SYNTHESIS 62185 C or higher (96.48%) . the BAvch
5. Have the abily o compose a buding envelope system to @ncisa the sicural rame for  medium scale mult- lgving the students oven greater exposura to ulding envelopa
storybuiding Assignment 3.13.2 e e, an  rad angeof mtralslcon ot
5. Have the abilty o communicats the herarchy and rlatonships betwaen the siclural frame and the buiding
s iy ol ool and e g 62185 6 or higher (72.62%) puseoning optons ARG322 s affers o o ke
10. Hava the abilty o cor otata the component ayers of a buiding envalops assermbly 75185 C or nigher (88.09%) “electons. These gudsines by Okunkah and
sca [ARC 222 [20245 [0, Youssel [Technolog [Core (11 Have the abily t make use of alural ventialon and Pasehe Cooing Devies n busdngs 11 Using a tabetop vind tnnel. By [T benchman for SC.4 & 80% (B ar abave 17 Class Avg 83.43% P‘“““““"u fearor arfow smoke generated
amoke More opportnky 0 60 a 1-1 wih the students 2576319
1. SlactiDasign a space to nvesligats natual ventiaton and entéy the region fo the stucy. (11 Synthesis Project 1 + Sudent: 0 ~Clarty of lats and outets with a confimation on aifow
2. Cotect Cimate data o he region using cimate consutant. Leaming Outcomes [1.3.4. 871 3 Students: 45.50% nypotness
s leeward, positive and b for Project 1100 udent 6065%
4 Buid a physical madsi and tst i the wind tunnel [Achiovo a visual ofsmoke trveling fom the not of  bukding secton fo he |10 Studnts: 65.70%
5. Document the process and prepare & presentation 21 Using Joute though the space users wdents: 70-75% 12050 han 1l ol o s it n sumundig
5 Studants: 75.80% saces 0 doiopan undrsandng of . insty and
Leaming outcomes [5.78.9] 1. PostivefNegative Pressure ndications |2 points Students: 80.85% rorove absenatonal acsossme
21 Evatuate on 2. Utiing temperature iferences to kaep the coo i low and hot ai o e | 2|23 Students: 85.90%
points 25 studens: 90.95%
1 Consision of s 11" g sl el il epesnts e space o rousyenderod 31 Oemonste s ncessry o anahcsand 12 poins 12 Students: 95-100% 5100 smallr break out groups and have student present their
art 1. The model vl be buit by each students and wil be used o explo he model but o your studio projec, 4ot e dfean o aow gt Show s st 2 projects.
this tme based on absenvation of the model.
2. Use he for photometrc |2/ documenti ign suategy s Show peopl ukzng your areas of haml conior |2 121 Class Avg. 90% lor
promote ght intensiy and infommaton integrated wiin archtecturaldrawings (pian, secion, elevaton, axonometic). 5 Arreaiment i a hat s bought o 1o pod necds o be eatd
dstibution nside he spaco 1 Swdent 0 Havo moro of a strongar e to siudio, wharo students prosent
3. Find daylght xample smiar 1o the one you selcted forthe project 51 reciuce the temp your 15 ponts  Studont 6065% ther envronmental project as partof thei fna tudio
adaptne responso 7 Studants: 70.75%
18 Students: 80-85%
curent poject, ver the semestorhas  |Leaming outcomes [5.11,12] (21 Synthesis Project 2 6 Studonts: &5
. humidit, aiflow, passive 65 Students: 90.95%
e . vater coleci of Rubric for Poject 1100 + Studant. 95-100%
dayigriing [Achieve Even Light Distroution
5 PTS: DESIGN STRATEGY EFFECTIVENESS 311 Student 6045%
2 PTS: CLARITY OF DAYLIGHT SECTION (SHOWING DAYLIGHT CURVE AND | Students: 70-75
HUMAN FIGURE) 4 Students: 80.85%
PTS: COMPREHENSIVE APPROACH TO ACHIEVING DAYLIGHT 15 Students: 85-90%
E3 [ARC302 [20245 [E Guerrero  [Sdio [Core 70 Demonsirata e abity 1o ynihesize User equFements,communly needs, sta condilons, and accassie C_Design concapt [The Banchmark for SC.5 & 0% () or above. a]
dosign Leaming outcomes: P L 841275
123,4,5.6,7,8,9.10, 14, 15,16, |Graded on a scale of zero (0)t0 100 Percent of studens receiiing 70% or above (passing): 76.31% Focus on the user neads responding to @ program that s
11, Analyzo a design INAAB ciora montored by th instnucor song the entrs modul
Program Crterion 2 Module or Assignment ¢

tudent Crierion 5
ot D Scramtic dosign.

Loaming o
17350950, 78,510, 12, 14,15, 16

lopment and Systems selection.

1231557591011 12,13,14, 15, 16,
s e

Frogam crarn 8
Student Crierion 5
Student Crierion 6

Module F. Design resolution and roview.
Leaming outcomes:

5.6.7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,

;15183 students, 18.07%
561183 students, 73.49%
: 7163 students, 8.43%

Module or Assignment D
A 20/83 students, 24.09%
B 41183 students, 49.39%
- 18783 students, 21.68%
: 4183 students, 4.81%

Module or Assignment E
: 20183 students, 24.09%
/83 students, 518%
C: 14183 students, 16.86%
: 383 students, 3.61%
E: 3763 students, 3.61%

Module or Assignment
3083 stuent. . m.
5 40183 students,

c: 705 sudem. 4350
5183 students, 6.02%
E: 1183 students. 1.2%

|_plan for improving the lsarning outcome.
010 Fomaize & mechanism where the research s ntegrated
nto the design flow.

L011 Sengthen he laonsh btwsen th cinatansys
pertomed and the impact in optons for design.

erae donn seonron ane e ongh of e il

-l o mprovingthe assasamend method ard or scale f
[ovaluati

Seiors i cousesats,poduce a doep efecion amon
nstructors and discuss the leaming outcome, the moduls, the
brc, and the expectatons.

[Reduce the evaluated components n al rbris.
",

joal for increasing the percentage of students that
imoneuat esriog of s oteom for nertyou.




SC5 [ARC 407 [2023F |M. Kothke Sudio  [Core i o the design hat design can [The benchmark of success for SC.5 & @ &' grade or higher (80%+) for the, [Rssignment 1.1 Upon reflection, and with a new project s, fall 2024 vl focus. box com/iolder/28256
[REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS [studio and relevant assignments. |on a deepened and more expicit regulatory requirement 0sa1a78
64184 B or higher (75.9%) |analysis.
9. Have i ity o syt clent goals,buking ot and supparing stateges comecting e dos wh o |ARGAO1 considers SC. s nang mutpe, complmer [The passing grade for the course is a minimum grade of ‘C' (70%+). 79184 C or higher (94.0%)
saety, phiosophical
et trough e tegrton ofcontst. st ey s buiding, whie tracking measumnbbmwmg emehase on design ynness. A descrbed below e camponent pats of 505 arewoven o ugh the seven Assignment 2.1
[performance from concept o resolut directly through these
assignments and the seven comesponding gradng ubrcs. 55/85 B or higher (65.1%)
79185 C o higher (94.0%)
The fist,
decisions withi followed by how this ability Assignment 3.1
- the synthesis of reguiatory requirements2 1/85 8 or higher (71.1%)
75185 C or higher (88.0%)
e 10 the synthesis of user
byLe 1and o, the 1112, Assignment 5.1
2.13.1,5.1, and 6.1 and their assosiated evaluation rubrics
56185 B or higher (66.3%)
SC.5 SCOPE DEFINITIONS per the course syllabus. 83185 C o higher (97.6%)
2. Synthesis of Reguiatory Requirements: evidenced in the interpretation of and compliance with site zoning
Assignment 6.1
Assignment 1.1 R the inter-
form, and take on fresh eyes and 63/85 8 or higher (73.5%)
to be open to the possibily of eary insights in pursuit of the following question: 81185 C or higher (95.2%)
[ What forces, flows and physical, the potentialto
future design decsions?
SC5 [ARC301 [2023F |T.Rosano Sudio  [Core 2 Eveloy dagraniing, v, 300 el 33 means o GrNEAIY [ estgate 022, QUeslon SSSUTpLans.[For o L. Assesinent s Based o anahtc ron o [Pojec #1 (-0l M. Lorvon & Profct 92 () B The benchmas for SC.5 = B07% @) o bove 63 students: Because of the integration mherent in a design project, the | LLps.//ar120012.99 box,com/fol der 28256,
[and test hypotheses through a process of terator grades range from A through D. rubricis analytic overal, but hoiistic wilhin each crterion. This  |0841478
Rubric (based on %) with the following crteria evaluated: makes it challenging to assess each L.O. indivdualy.
. resoived design with a |Concept, Execution, P Presentation (weight of each crerion changes [ (18 students)
princples. [rom Interim o Final) (48 students) |One remedy is to adjust the rubric to address some L.O.
C (17 students) [separately, keeping crieria that address the project
5. Dor and such topography, cimate, Note: rubrics are attached 1o (at the end of) each assignmentproject statement (D (0 students) |comprenensively.
water and wind integration of a structure on a
|Also see attached Addendum General Reflection
6 sodial, buiding codes, lfe-safety
requirements, and Universal Design.
5. Analyze L site, users, craftspeople, and
SCE [ARC302 [2024S [E.Guerrero  [Swdio [Core 12 Demonsirate the. envelope Geveloping |Module . [The benchmark for SC.6 1 B0% (8) or above. B B
2 concept through terative explorations. Leaming outcomes: [Percent of students recelving 80% or above (success) 67.46% |_plan for improving the course. 7508313
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,12, 14, 15, 16. |Graded on a scale of zero (0) o 100, [Percent of students receiving 70% or above (passing): 78.31%
13. Analyze and predict buiding performance on a design. NAAB il |_plan for improving the learning outc
Program Crterion 2 [Module or Assignment C L012 Enlarge the amount o reflection time devoted by
Program Crterion 8 [A: 15/83 students, 18.07% increasing the complexity on each
Student Crterion 5 6: 61/83 students, 73.49% LO13 Strengthen the relationship between the buiding
Student Crterion 6 C: 7163 students, 8.43% iance anal the impact in oplions for design.
Propose different design scenarios, show evidence on the
[Module E. Design development and Systems selection. [Module or Assignment D influence of the analysis on design.
Leaming outcomos: |A: 20183 students, 24.09%
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10, 11,12, 13,14, 15, 16, 8: 41/83 students, 49.39% | plan for improving the assessment method and or scale of
INARB creria C: 18/83 students, 2168% lovatuation.
rogram Crterion 2 0: 4183 students, 4.81% Before the course starts, produce a deep reflection among
Program Crterion 8 instructors and discuss the leaming outcome, the module, the.
Student Crterion 5 or Assignmer rubric, and the expectations Share the relevance of the LO
Student Crterion 6 205 sscerve 34.05% |during module presentation, use a lecture to teach technics and
6: 43/83 students, 51.8% [software.
Module F. Design resolution and review. C: 14183 students, 16.86%
Leaming outcomes: 0: 3/83 students, 3.61%
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13, 14, 15, 16, E: 3/83 students, 3.61% joal for increasing the percentage of students that
INAAB it [ demonstrate fearning of this outcome for next year.
Program Crterion 2 Module or Assignment F
Program Crterion 8 [A: 30/83 students, 36.14%
Stuent Grercn 5 o: 4013 studens. s 10%
tudent Ciier g
SCE (ARC 401 |2023F |M. Kothke Sudio  |Core i of the design hat design can R INTEGRATION COMPONENT [The benchmark of success for SC.6 1 @ B grade or higner (80%+) for he, Ass\gnmgnl‘ 1 B
CONTROL SYSTEMS2 [studio and relevant assignments. 7508313

2. Understand the impact of the buit anvionment on human haalth, safety, and weffare at multple scales from
uicings o cites

ARGA01 considrs S 2 having ol comgimantary, an tegrated <ot ar, uch & appcprt

s the ¥ studio o
shiosopica mphass o iagalon. As dasrbd bolo th component e of SC8 rowoven mrugh the

2 v e ablty o conceptuatas o buking deun trough a ke
and

Juse of buiding performance too itzo spati, focus on

emonsiton of gt sof —iheamin ssesse diely rough hese

Lol sy and ot o

e frs, make

4. Have the abilty to research, analyze, dagram, and

folowed by how his.

lon demonsirating the value of ihe case study to inform the seleclon of buiding envelope system, sructural system,
pared win

7. Have the abiliy o refine Integraton of

e the integration of

= paired with the
[ measurement of buiding parformance,

8 v e sty o sl dvelo,and gt buking st sytom i buking vl sysam

g Outcomes 1 and 8, and assessed through
e s asgmats 1. 12 215151, and 5.1 and e sssoniod it s

SC.6 SCOPE DEFINITIONS por the course syllabus

support of concepiual, envionmental, and communal g 1.megaton;undantood pr Leonard Bachman Tnegrton evesls the M betveen.exema factor and el
o xplct acts we know 1o be {rue and implict ruths we desio Lo realze.. It also separa
[maginaton making good connectons...Integration pmgmmnnd
5w sty o sz lot gl uking goats,and the dots wih a utimate * (Leonard Bachman; Integrated Buidings, p.2),a
heath. safety, and k o, iraion
welfare through ntext, st ik, voue ke and love.”

peromance rom concept o esokton

2Envionmental Contrl Systers: i fousan human oo, st cotet (empertue iy,
s adan,pracptaion.wh) pashe and acth sysans. hestng and coceg.anory s, val
system selecton, system coordination

|The passing grade for the course i a minimum grade of €' (70%+),

64784 5 or igher (75 9%)
79184 C or highor (94.0%)

Assignmont 2.1

55/85 8 or higher (65.1%)
79185 C or igher (94 0%)

[Assignment 3.1

61185 8 or higher (71.1%)
75785 C or higher (83.0%)

[Assignment 5.1
56/85 8 or igher (66.3%)
83/85 C or higher (97.6%)
[Assignment 6.1

63/85 8 or higher (73.5%)
51785 C or higher (95.2%)

Jcontolsystems.




SoA NAAB ASSESSMENT LOGIC - M.ARCH PROGRAM

NAAB CRITERION COURSE  PROFESSOR  YEAR  STREAM EVIDENGE (OF SATISFACTION)

'ASSESSMENT METHOD.

TARGET | BENCHMARK RESULT
How do you dfine success? What percentage of sudents schioue success?

PLAN FOR INPROVEMENT LINKS + DESCRIPTION OF

'STUDENT LEARNING OUTCOMES

What ctons dd you akelplan (0 taks bcause of i assassment? EVIDENCE

PC.1 526 |2 Colbert 20245 - dentity e lable to those who lable to those who study [EXAMINATIONS (NCLUDES QUIZZES, TESTS, AND EXAMS) [The Benchmark for this PC.1 is &' [6/6, 100% 2) The scale of evaluation could be improved by requiing a more developed final essay thal  [\os:larzans aoo bos comion
introduced in class lect d be lectures and case. lor 80% |demonsirates a synthesis of this information into a critical position. 25
readings. Students also explore this topic in group [studies. Relevant Quiz:
|discussions. This criterion s assessed i (4) As. b) Al students successfully demonstrated learning of this outcome.
|quizzes administered via D2L and in the final CR\TER\Ar SCALE OF EVALUAT\ON (2)Bs.
lessay. il be
cimimsered rough D2L Final Essay:
(4) As.
|ASSIGNMENTS (SHORTER OUT OF CLASS OR MULTIPLE CLASS SESSIONS (2)Bs.
IWORK)
Each studentuil be required to complete 1 case study, present findings to the class,
land lead a discussion of the findings.
CRITERIA/ SCALE OF EVALUATION:Criera of evaluation will be preparechess,
lengagement, and quality o contribution.

T 536 [C.Pier 20235 T dontify e broad selof it WETHOD: Using insiructor and guest leclure GBA_[VIETHOD: Using isirucior @ The PCTE [2024 Da Soparat o speclccemrts i caure olted o T crein s TS B
ose ks my e e boh wih theconeiocion sy, and v he mcey i [s4 wel o aih o licensure, rom school, AXP, to ARE to Licensure [or 80% more g et enable 18611
\various allemative career paths. the entire path to licensure, flom school, AXP, o |with sate board of technical regisiration. This criterion s assessed n the midterm (10% Vidterm Average: 76.21% arior and mors efscive renorcement ofcontent

E 1o Licensure with siate board oftechnical |class grade) and final exams (15% class grade), 619 Students achieved a grade of 80% or higher.
registation. This criterion s assessed in the
mi i in Lectures 13 and 10, Final Average: 80.37%
(15% class grad). 619 Students achieved a grade of 80% or higher
Lecture 13 content assessed in Midterm exam questions 13 & 14. And final exam
Insiruction delivered in Lecures 13 and 10. lquestons 10, 11,17,& 22
ecture in Lecture 10 13 and final exam
lquestions 13 & 14. And final exam questions 10, _[questions 12, 14 & 17
17,822
Lecture 10 Content assessed in Midterm exam
lquestons 03 & 13 and final exam questions 12, 14
a7
702 505 [cTumble  [20235 T R R E-point Liker Scale: The i WPROVENERT PLAN. AGutcouse svdil  scommodat more e or e Boxcom]
conceptual design of a masterplan. They are to |(1) Strongly Disagree lor80% 12024..9 of 8 students satisfied this leaming | Conceptual Development and Design Development. GOAL: 174113
pamups«e in me ‘conceptual, schematic and Disagree; loutcome. Four at the level of m» Agree ‘and five [conceptual exploration and deﬁnmnn snd to have more aepm snd terative deve\npmem o
ldesign developmentof an architectural (3) Neither Agree nor Disagree; t the level of - ral
componeriprojctwibin o masirplan The ) Agree (o t have 75% poriorm at vl o1 5 (up o 55%.
designs are
eesamadn Gagrems, oninge, remore,
digital and physical models.

702 5705 [5.5hea [2023F T Discuss Tes T ad Fiectural precedents & For all Leaming Objecives, AssessmentTs based |Rubric s based on score flom 0-100, Breakd The G2 E [0 wih grades AC [AnTcipated actons for courss Tmprovement Boxcon

problems. n: follows: lor80% (older262561

ANALYTIC RUBRIC: MIDTERM Project 142 | PROJECT 0 (5% oftotal), PROJECT 2 (15%), PROJECT 3 (20%) |Aindicates a demansiration ofsuccess. L0 1 - Use Discussion Forums & DaL
2. Expla inwitng as a meansto | ANALYTIC RUBRIC: FINAL Project 3& 4& | Concept (25 B indicates. 02 o pintlompat o rosantng D case sody anahyal n aprined
igate id Porttolio Development (50) be less thorough than book format
Exccution (2 ove. 103 Crest  schedue o cllec reviow and v eedbackon st setchboks
Demonstrate digital and hand drawing skils as a way to iniate and develop PROJECT1 (10% of total) C indicates a demonsiration of parial andior [throughout the t

Jrchitectural design concepts through two-dimensional media. PROJECT 1 (10% oftotal) success. 04 Goordinats e sudio course assignments wihthe concurent seminar i the D Comm

Development (: D is considered incomplete/fail. PROJECT 0: (6) |stream
ical modeling skill means (o translate Execution (25) |As; PROJECT 1: (2) As; (3) Bs; (1) C; PROJECT |LO'5 - Implement a Mid-Semester portfoio presentation in-person and a media gallery on the

ideas and Dwnbep's into three-dimensional media. PROJECT 4 (40% of total). |2: (3) As; (2)Bs; (1) C; PROJECT 3: (4) As; (2)  [D2L course site online
Predesign (10) iPROUECT ) (B PROLEGT S: ) L0 - Recorslderclfcone o fal et st an e pesrtaton omat at i

5. Utiize representation conventions n order o research precedents, diagram architectural Concept (20) |As; (4) Bs; PORTFOLIO: 6) As i . with

and esign proposals Design (20) 0 Mty St Evluaton s fom sarlr e cementr & 1o sse i th early

Development (40) stages of P4

6. Synthesize muliple requiremens,such as form, order, sie, and program, inlo an Presentation L0 8 - Implement a Final Portfolo review presentation n-person and a media gallery on the D2L

r " e PORTFOLIO (10% of ota) lcourse website.

Concept (25)

7. Demonstrate abilty o defi I problems, i ¢ Development (50)

recommend performance criteia through  process of feration. Exccution (25)

. Formulate a compelling design presentation graphically, physicaly, and verbally

702 G0E |L Carr 20235 lques of mapping, diagramming, usration and annotation, e [ASGN 01 graded by rubric Gepth of Televancy of [The PC2TsE [ASGN 0713773 achieved an 857 or higher, | This exercise helpful o Fovical and analyfical Sk setof e Students Bexcon]
vl ety aminmanil chora-Gotexul s008, curs nd xparria based on the students iniialfindings. 2 [orso 10% of the course grade Goucing el engagorment aites s seners, nlo akers. esearcher,and undersanding e siBS0B 114123
forces thatimpact the project sie o gain understanding of how the design process shapes score of 85% or igher ocial dynamic of he group. For fuure ierations, postponing the sit visit and nvesting more
the built environment, and the ways thal design can integrate mulple factors in diffrent ime a gag:

tings and fom Jand analysis on site.

763 G2iA R Perkins [2023F T Evaluate cimale metics o 3 given sis, including solar angles, lemperaiure, wind, and ncluding [Graded by b oro-100 The FCIRE T00% of o Tdently all siategies il IO T
psychrometic chart digital simulation and physical field observation. lor80% inidentiti e siat (1262561169313
2. Formulate appropriate sustainable sirategies based upon building type and cimate |Exam
profie

= ST |Lochenk |22 Dpon successiul complelion of s course, siudents wil have 3 exams, worlh 407 of e fmal grade. 100 grades on a 1-100 scale wilh he benchmark al 70 [The Benchmark or s PG4 Ts |10 siudents n course Taiready go over he exams in class and have I pass o

r80% Exam 1: 74% Ithose back out before the next exam. Those who receive a grade below 70 on an exam are
4 hs wordand OterLoaming Ojecves Exam 2:90% roquied o mestih a TAlo goovr i exam alk abotsudy saleges, andrcorenp
row culal polical soil, it and echnological changes nenced tose 3 exams, worth 40% of the overall grade and it i resarch paer. Not 10 2as evidence. ud
ldevelopmer cavongarint 13 of overe e, Exam 3: Grad d more than 15 points between the
100:1
Other Learning Objectives: 3.8.4.3 exams, worth 40% of overall grade AND l90s: 4
femilarity with dieval architectural landmark worth 25% o ls0s;3
be able to address their significance.
Demonstrate the use @
crtically about the built environment
4 Histor itectural
duca ©
structural, functional, symbolic, and contextual facets so that the can, where relevant,
lemploy them as conceplual resources for future design projects.
= 52 |Locwenk [20235 pon successiul complelon of s course, siudents wil have: T exams, worlh for ARG 232 40% of e grade 1-100 Grades on a 1-100 scale wilh he benchmark at 70, [The Benchmark or s PC47s &[98 Students i Course Taiready go over he exams in class and have I I Boxcom]
Jand for ARC 232H & ARC 532: 40% r80% pass those back out before the next exa. folder262561171713
d the world and Exam 1:76%
Low el pollical soca, cimate. and echnological changes muencod hoss Other Learning Objectives Exam 2: 89% Those o ecelv  racebelow 70 onanexamare e o e wih a TA o g0 over el
lGevelopments. (NAAB PC.4) Exam 3 Lisarspondd wit e ollowing foxam, and receive help pape
#2-4:3 exams, worlh for ARC 232: 40% of he breakdown of Exam 3
Other Learning Objectives lgrade and for ARC 232H & ARC 532: 40%. Note improvement rom exam 110 2 as evidence.
[The bench mark was 80, the breakdown for
2 i p and debates in 3 exams, worth for ARC 232: 40% ofthe lexam 3 wa
botw 1350 and the siartof the 20th |qrade and for ARC 232H & ARC 532: 40% AND a
lcentury research paper, worth 15% of he grade and a 100:1
poster, worth 10%, and for ARC 232H & ARC 532 l90s: 3
3. use d write paper (25%), and presentation (5%). |80s; 3
effecively and crically about the buit environment l60s: 1
4. Added to their understanding of basic architectural vocabulary.
y
meaningful ways, incuding linking archiectural ideas of the past o the world today.




PCa 53 G Robinson |2023F 7 Understand, recognize, and describe the major [deas in Midterm 61 30% of he Tolal | Graded on a scale of 0-1, where A s between 80-100, B s between 8080, and G s | The Benchmark for s PC.A 1S 22  prach ; oxcom
course grade,ar evaluaied frlearing outcomes setween 70.76, ot Ses EXAM STUDY GUIDES for expectaions and welghtof lor 80% Undergrad midterm: 94% 3 or above: grad [ modules for clariy and confent der282561171713
1 and 2 lquestions. Excellent, complete, and correct answers receive an A. Good, solid answers micterm 86% 4 or above: undergrad final 95% 3

2. Abiliy to connect bt works of architecture and architectural theory to scial, poltical, receive a B, adequae answers receive a C. lor above; grad final 100% 4 or above
leconomic contexts
2023,
Undergrad midterm 89% above C; Undergrad
inal 91% above C;
(Grad micterm 86% above B;
(Grad final 100% above B

PC5 53 G Robinson [2023F T Have the abilfy 1o arlculate 1@ T professional o 20% ofthe Total | Graded on a scale of0-100 for he thesis, use of data as evidence, connection 1o [The Benchmark for tis PC.5 1s'®' | Grad final paper 100% B or above Break e 0 hath B
[vocabulary and supporting evidence relevant to the historical period and to lcourse grade, i historical and ,such data) and s Introduce how for sources. (older282561176

PC5 /509 G Trumble [2023F T Demonstrate how Fival and empirical pre-design I are required G report refiect, and self[-point Likerl Scale The s course fall 2023 | MPROVEMENT PLAN: The SoA Curficulum Commilies approved a proposal o Inoduce a b
levaluate their the breadith of their (1 gree; lor 80% 9 0f 9 students satisfied this learning outcome. [ 'research Methods" course in the fallof the third and final year of the M Arch program, folder/282561178913
responsiviies,on a bi-woKly equency,which |{2)Disagre Four at the level o (4) Agree” and five atthe [concurrentwith the Maslers Project Prep Course, beginning in fall 2025.In the interim, for next
frequenty includes research. The instrucior (3) Nelthor Agres nor Disagree; level of ‘Strongly Agree (5). e held & the various forms
levaluates each students performance through _[14) Agree; lf architectural research. GOAL: o have al students conduct more effective research and to
lobservation,interactions, and review of their SELS lemploy that research in design. Aspire to have 75% perform atlevel of § (up from 33%)

REPORTS + EVALUATIONS. Students are
required to summarize pre-design research in
bookletand presentation form

PC5 /509 G Trumble [20245 T Demonstrate how Fival and empirical pre-design P [Students are required o report, reflec, and el [5-point Liker Scale The 0 TMPROVENENT PLAN: The SoA Curficullm Commillee approved a proposal o Iioduce a b
levaluate their the breadih of their | (1) Strongly Disagree; lor 80% 12024.9 of  students satisfied this learning | research Methods course in the fallof the third and final year of the M Arch program, folder/282561178913
responsibilies, on a bi-weekly frequency, which |(2) Disagree; outcome. Fou ath el of (1) cte and o concurentuith o MastrsProec Pro Cours, bginaing n 012025 I i, et
frequenty includes research. The instrucior (3) Neither Agree nor Disagree; latthe level of Strongly Agree { year's students, be held to the various forms
levaluates each student's performance through _[14) Agree; o architectural research. GOAL: o have al students conduct more effective research and t
lobservation,interactions, and review of their SELS lemploy that research in design. Aspire to have 75% perform atlevel of § (up from 33%)

REPORTS + EVALUATIONS. Students are
required to summarize pre-design research in
bookletand presentation form

PC6 526 |2 Cober 20245 T ety the Tabie 1o Teadership in VOLUDES GUZZES TESTS AND EXAVS) [The Benchmark for Fis PC6 15 B [6/6, 100% [2) The scale of evaluation could be Improved by requining a more developed final essay fhal | nios /arzona a0o box comlio

ms, lectures and case or ldemonstrates a synthesis of this information ino a critical position. cer2e25611
2. tdontity leadership in , lconsiiuents, dsocial  [studies. Relevant Quiz:
lconsitents, , |contexts, and learn how to apply effective: (6)As o) All tudents successiully demonsirated learning of this outcome.
olaboraion skl 0 sove corlex o are (CRITERIA SCALE OF EVALLATION:

3. Explar dbusiness |inoduced in classlctures and reacings. Final Essay:
rccssees eiovano arehicura racio 1 he Unhes Sos o s e i 1gh D2L. (@) As
lenvironmental orces impacting these subjects Vi D2t o n e natossay. (2)Bs

|ASSIGNMENTS (SHORTER OUT OF CLASS OR MULTIPLE CLASS SESSIONS
/4. Explain the fundamental principles of lfe safety, land use, and current regulations that IWORK)
[apply to buildings and sites n the nited States and how these combines in the evaluative Each student il be required to complete 1 case study, present indings to the class,
process architects use to comply with those regulations. land lead a discussion of he findings.

CRITERIA/ SCALE OF EVALUATION:

c: be dness, engagement,

PC6 536 G Pifer 20245 1-Explak e oo of s Krchact s s aadr of loc mars I e Tderconaneton VETHIR ISy nskuckr and gestlechrs G Wil and Fi dona Based on The [2024 Data Separae ol s soaclc sarmerts o e cor aid 1y cisfion TS b
indusiry. T ,legal and financial the Architectand_ [as well lor 80% more g crter enable 18131
wner, comeasore, oo, user groups, government agencies. e role nﬂhe architecin the consirucion industy Micterm Average: 78.21% arior and mors efscive renorcementofcontent

midterm (10% semester, reviewed o identify gaps 618 Students achieved a grade of 80% or higher.

2 industy  [class grade) |in knowledge
members in solving diffcult building construction problems. Final Average: 89.37%

it delvered n Lecrss 6,78 59 618 Students achieved a grade of 80% or higher
3. Apply iques in in
understand material quaniities and costs. oo

Lecture 6 Content assessed in Midierm exam

lquestion 05.

Lecture 7 Content assessed in Midterm exam

lquestion 05, 09, 10 & 11

Lecture 8 Contentassessed in Midierm exam

lquestion 14.

Lecture & Content assessed in final exam

lquestions 17,18 & 15

PC6 /509 G Trumble [2023F T Demonstrate best practices of collaboration and leadership Students are required 10 report, reflect, and seff-_[5-point Likert Scale [The PCE1s B TS course fall 2023, IMPROVENENT PLAN: e Fas b
levaluate (1) ; lor 80% this g p MArch 18131
performance on a bi-weekly frequency. The (2) Disagree; Eight atthe level of (4) "Agree” and one atthe students.
instructor evaluates each students performance  |(3) Neither Agree nor Disagree; level of ‘Strongly Agree (5)

Ithrough observation, interactions, and review of  ((4) Agr 1) By h

their SELF- UATION Jas individuals on hehs\(nﬂhe whole and colectively ke deciions egarding perrmance
crteria for successtulp
[2) Students are introduced to
Jarcs100 beter
lanother. GOAL: to have all students conduct more effective research and to employ that
fesaarchin design. Aspre 1o have 50% perorm atevel o & (up o 11%)

PC6 /509 G Trumble [20245 T Demonstrate best practices of collaboration and leadership Sudirts e oqUied o apoc, e and st gt i S [The PCEHsE 0 TMPROVENENT PLAN e Fas b
levaluate " ; lor 80% 12024, 9 of this learning g P MArch 18131
performance on a bi-weekly frequency. The (2)Disngreo: outcome. Fourat e el of () Agree”ac e et
instructor evaluates each student's performance  |(3) Neither Agree nor Disagree; Jatthe level of Strongly Agree”
through bservation, interactions, and review of 1) By h
their SELF- UATION Jas individuals on hehs\(nﬂhe whole and colectvely ke deciions egarding perrmance

crteria for successtulp

[2) Students are introduced to

Jarcs100 beter

lanother. GOAL: to have all students conduct more effective research and to employ that
fesearch in design. Aspre 1o have 75% perorm at evel of & (up o 11%)

PCE 526 |2 Cober 20245 deand P s egeaon ] S VOLUDES QUZZES TESTS AND EXAVS) [The Benchmark for Fis PCETs B [6/6, 100% [2) The scale of evaluation could be Improved by requining a more developed final essay fhal | nios /arzons a0o box comlio
opogiapny. dews, [contexts, how these translate into the built lectures and case or ldemonstrates a synthesis of this information ino a critical position. cer26256117651,
{such a8 20ring, ADA.and fodplan Impacis,and Universal Desigh and how iese lenvironment, and strategies for inclusive design studies. Relovant Quiz:
|combine in the pre-design phase of architectural service. Jare introduced in class lectures and readings. This| (5) As o) All tudents successiully demonsirated learning of this outcome.

enaron i axsasssdinculszes achrbistared (CRITERIASCALE OF EVALUATION: (18
/2. Analyze the ethical impacts of architectural decisions on diverse social and cultural  |via D2L and inthe e poi
lcontexts. cimimsered through D2L. Final Essay:
@) As
|ASSIGNMENTS (SHORTER OUT OF CLASS OR MULTIPLE CLASS SESSIONS (2)8s
IWORK)
Each studentwill be required to complete 1 case study, present findings to the class,
|and lead a discussion of the findings.
CRITERIA | SCALE OF EVALUATION:
c: be dness, engagement,

PCE 53 G Robinson [2023F T Abily T Theory 1 sodial poliical, DISUCSSION worth 5% of |Graded on a scale of0-1 deas and e Tpaitor more, [Expand The course and 1dently s

leconomic contexts lcourse grade. posts lor 80% 1o 10 pne 0% avd pams o how hese oes pocar o project for the course, 176513

[discussion post).

2. What architecture schools teach: 80% of
students at 1 pointor more, 10% at 0.5 points,
10% a0 points (no discussion post)




510E

[ Car

[20245

0 Tessarch and leralure review, [ASGN 01, 02, Final Review, graded by rubric [ASGN 01, 02, Final Review, graded by rubric, [The Benchmark for Fis PCBTs B [ASGN OT: 13113 achieved an 85% or higher, _|Praclice Ineniewing and documenting iformation b
g 10% of the course grade folge282561176513
¢ [Work with students o develop metrics o inform the information needed, the evaluation of heir

stategies. IASGN 02: 6113 achieved an 85% or higher; 10% work, and process and tools needed for anlysis.
of the course grade

2. Formulate a working thesis for ranslating cultural symbols, beliefs, values, raditions and Create 9 pleting readings

|customs into contemporary architecture that s specificto people and place. FINAL REVIEW 13/13 achieved 80% orhigher; [ouiding on deas presenied n th roadings, obiained fough inierviewing,and from ne
10% of he course grade precedent studies.

PCT NA NA NA NA NA 3 7@ S Ty o doveg T 37 oV o O3 4nd LoaTinG Al Foley | Sucans o P 7 = e &5 savanc 1 3 QUaRaIve s T Sccos 117 prosnt T & womarp 1o 000 T conco 15 SoR 474 CAPLA Wi 1 9 ottt Domrastoy Fios Tarzons azn boxcomiod
oy o Achtocturs s pirs of e Teaching [Lme. However, 1o fulre, i M Ach program il | Developmantar’prnces (sdar 2] 52561163713
cono o Son programe T ol & a6ssssd ey Tou s et Potcy of e SoA iaks and
Mvch program twca each samastar. Futhr, PC.] & assassad i So Warkehops and Program [ acuding st an Ext meetng (e Town Hots e

taaching and earming cutura & he thes piars.
|assassad i St Assasamants and Currcutum Commtes Mastings 1) Communiyof Stakahotsers: estong s,
communiyof sakeholders whose lconcar that Vistona was a puntve procass. From thesa mastings, ha dacor an program cha datermined
tengtn s n the agancy of tha and
et
21 otmeratey Deveopmentat: supportof Further, e program cht revisd the Miestone pracess to e fomatie, atr than surmaie, and crsted a
e commanity i congruence w forces o mantorstudants refcing and thon creatng
o change asow students an facuty leaming portoro o e C.7 e i AY24
ke 1o o pushed owards growt and s
Jupportad aiong the wa:
) Baance i Contradictn: wa canot b
ekiod arctacis i wa cannot anjoy
co,wo cannot play efectvaly il s do
ot nave g, and wo cann
uppor aach otvr i we ars ot equaty
ertca.
sC1 526 |2 Cober 20245 e and P s egeaon The Tmpactof he bull VOLUDES GUZZES TESTS AND EXAVS) [The Benchmark for 1S SC.11s &' [6/6, 100% [2) The scale of evaluation could be Improved by requIning a more developed final assay Tl [ios /arzona 200 box comlal
lopograpny e, human health, safety, and welfare lectures and case or ldemonstrates a synthesis of this information ino a critical position. cer2625611
(such 25 51ing, ADA, an loodplan mpace), and Universal Design and how thess Jat multple scales, from buidings t cites is studies. Relovant Quiz:
|combine in the pre-design phase of architectural service iniroduced in class lectures and readings. This 2)As o) All tudents successiully demonsirated learning of this outcome.
rtrion s assessad nqizes adminitared _|CRITERIAI SCALE OF EVALUATION )85
2. tdontity include \via D2L and inthe final essay. e poins. Final Essay:
backgrounds, resources, and abilltes. imimsered rough D2L (@) As
)85
(SHORTER OUT OF CLASS OR MULTIPLE CLASS SESSIONS
IWORK)
Each student il be required to complete 1 case study, present indings o the class,
land lead a discussion of the findings.
CRITERIA/ SCALE OF EVALUATION:
c: be dness, engagement,
sC1 5% [C.Pier 20245 7 Understand the landscape of 6lics n professional pracice, indluding he roles of WETHOD: Abilty o describe Widterm and Final dona Based on The SCT1s'® [2024 Daa Separals out the speciic elaments of he course related o i citeron in assessments. This [iips Jalizona app box corl
INCARE, the AIA and Local boards of Technical Registration regards to buiding and public safety,importance |and short answer questions. lor 80% more g erteion. CI enable 157313
o nsurancefor ariei. T cririons Micterm Average: 78.21% arior and mors efscive renorcement ofcontent
2. Explain the Architects' e as a p safety, including and semester, reviewed to identiy gaps. 618 Students achieved a grade of 80% or higher.
land licensure. et exams (15% cass tade) in knowledge for reinforcement
Final Average: 80.37%
Iinstructon delivered in Lectures 8, 10 & 12 618 Students achieved a grade of 80% or higher
Lecture 8 content assessed in Midierm exam
lqueston 14.
Lecture10 Content assessed in Midterm exam
lquestions 03 & 13, and final exam questions 12,14
817
Lecture 12 Content assessed in Final exam
lqueston 05,06 & 07
sC1 57 |Lcar 20245 T ntorprot Land Use codes or @ given projectas ey perain o Use and conlextarven | Graded by rubric i ASGN 01, ASGN 05 Graded by rubric n ASGN 01, ASGN 05 [The Benchmark for 1S SC.11s &' [ASGN 010712 achieved an B5% or higher, TS graded n class and stidens are asked 1o redline Thelrwork and ask i arzona app box comlol
|gesign requirements for ensuring human health, safety and welfare in the buil or 119% of the course grade. Feedbackis is |douzB2561157313
lenvironment lgraded. ASGN 05 o revisittheir
IASGN 05:6 /12 achioved an 80% or igher;  |work, using rediines. improve, revise and cores
LECTURES: 119% of the course grade low due 5, Planned
03 Site Plans. i a evises resubmit o asaigrmant01
05 LUC Documentation Graded ldue immediately after the redline exercise is completed.
ly in organizing, verifing technically
Jascura drawings that demonsiate ha and use Cods requitements fo use and conlaxt
lriven design requirements are met.
LECTURES:
02 Graphic Standards
04 Referencing + Cartooning
05LUC Documentation
09 Code Dacumentation
sC1 521D [R.Pekins [20245 0 Toad and acling on he bulding and [Aveas and 16ad value ch The SCTis® |13 students i class. The [Planned @ and forces for Boxcoml
dentity key parameters of each load case cortochy and summed o repesant foundaton oads lor 80% benchmark lateral wind loading folder/282561157313
Galculate the rbutary area of one representative
bay in your project. Laok at he enire height of e
bay, calculating the area of each level supported
by 3 given column. For each level, document the
unitary (per SF)lve load and dead oad, and how
Ithese values were determined. Sum the total load
for each level, and the total cumulative load that
il be transferred into the foundation. Draw a
|simple 3D sketch of the overallassembly
502 525 |2 Cober 20245 Business . reg q 3 S VOLUDES GUZZES TESTS AND EXAIS) [The Benchmark or s SC21s 8 _[616, 100% /&) The scale of evalualion could be Improved by requiAing & more developed final essay hal |Iioa/arZora 200 box coml
processes relovani o archiecura pactce i he Unied Sials and he social and [undamental b lectures and case or ldemonstrates a synthesis of this information ino a critical position. cer2625611
lenvironmental orces impacting these subjects renteeure pracic e Unied S, and . (st Relovant Quiz:
forces influencing change in these subjects are @) As o) All tudents successiully demonsirated learning of this outcome.
nioduced i ass ecuresand radings Thi - |CRTERIA SCALE OF EVALUATION (2)Bs
ar e points
i D2t o n e natossay. cimimsered rough D2L Final Essay:
@) ns
IASSIGNMENTS (SHORTER OUT OF CLASS OR MULTIPLE CLASS SESSIONS 2)8s
IWORK)
Each student il be required to complete 1 case study, present indings o the class,
land lead a discussion of the findings.
CRITERIA/ SCALE OF EVALUATION:
c: be dness, engagement,




C.Pifer

[20245

3. Understand the principles of assembly i joining building materials and the impact of
|constraints on making buldings.

4 Damorateat the ailly o rake tchaiclly st dravdngs and consuc physcs and
ldigital models d identiying
mesns«mwmmumcsmg building design intent.

5. Understand the interrelationships of structural systems, elements, and material
|connections through technical drawings and models.

/6. Dissect a building envelope assembly relative to performance, aesthetic, moisture
transfer, durability, energy and material resources, and explain how these choices address.
building design and environmental parameters.

Exsms o5, Chps.1,2,3,0,8,9,11.13,16.22
Projects.

Lo2

Chp.1,3,8,11,13

Project 1

Exsms Chps 37,810, 11-12,13:15
;Prlecs

Exams, esp. Chps. 6,16, 17,19-21
;Project2

Prmecrsz 3
Loe
;Projecs2,3

Exsms Chps.6-7,10,16-21,22:24
Projects 1,3

90% or higher considered successful
Each translated to 10% of the course grade.

Exams:
85% or higher considered successful.
Each covered 6 chaplers of material
Each consisted of approximately 45-48 questions, totaling 48 points.
Each translated to 10% of the course
rade.

Projects:

(Agroup project,with students in 3 pairs)

313 pairs were 90% or highe

Project 3:

mgmup projectof all & students, splitinto two
ris)

" Each part veated as  pojectfor grade
purposes.

Project 3a: Group was 94%

Project 3b: Group was 92%

Exam 1:

Project Changes:

| plan to update the Project 1 briefto match our in-class discussions and modifications (o the
projct Fo example tbecame ciear e sudents wers haing  ificutime understanding he
assignment so lab rsi

o help d intent of th
Trsns\shng this discussion into the brief will help future studens.

| also plan 1o adjust e dedicated to each project — with more allocated to revised versions of
Projects 2+3.

just CMU. This semester, we tried

maintain a level of crafl and difficult 1o produce and assemble. The other|

1416 achieved higher; 2/6 achieved '
l85% an experiment as saveral suudents were intaesiad in using brck 8 e masonry uni, Howaver,
Exam 2: this proved problematic during the physical model portion, as the smaller scale of materials.
616 were 85% or hig 90% or made
e experimantwe ed was
. with designs and building |
e)e ars 50% origher. lwould incorporate his as a definitive part of the project moving «mwam For both Prmecrs 2and
3, 1 plan to explore into allow nthe
S wors SOt or higher.

rfects. Fot b, e crawing porion may betome imdidual assignments, wih groups
|selecting which to build as a modelimockup.

7 Understand the landscape of elhics in professional practe, including the foies of Introduction o bulding a fee for architectural  [Midterm and Final dona basedon The [2024 Data Separae ol s soaclc sarmarts o o cor aid 13 cisfion TS
INCARS, the AIA and Local boards of Technical Registration Jservices, and working lor 80% more g crte enable 150
ith governments. We also review best practices Midterm Average: 78.21% arior and mors efscive renorcementofcontent
2. Explain th posiionof the Achiectas.a eader of projcteams in e large consrucion orhow i siucure  business, and how o sl semester, reviewed to identiy gaps 6/9 Students achieved a grade of 80% of higher.
industry. Tr , legal and financial the Architect and aproject T in knowledge for reiforcement
ner, comeasors, oo, user groups, soorm (10% class Final Average: 89.37%
orade) and natexams (15% ciaes rade). 6/9 Students achieved a grade of 80% of higher
3. industry
members in solving dificult building construction problems. Jnscton delherad n L scures 1,2,3,10, 14 2
/4. Explain the Architects'role as a p saety,including Lecure in
land licensure. lquestion 01 &02.
Lecture 2 Content assessed in Midterm exam
lquestion 12.
Lecture 3 Content assessed in Midterm exam
lquestions 12 & 15.
Lecture0 Content assessed in Midterm exam
lquestions 03 & 13, and final exam questions 12,14
l&17.
Lecture 14 Content assessed in Final exam
lquestion 08 & 09
Lecture 15 Content assessed in Final exam
lquestion 01, 02,03 & 04
E B [ Carr 20245 T Explan With contracts, [ 7. Quiz 8 and Final Exam TG 7. Quiz & and Final Exam [The Benchmark for fis SC2 15 8 |QUIZ 08: 10/12 achieved a 90% or higher; each |Quizzes are shorl and questions are pulled from a question bank, and they are Used primarily 1 | ips /arzona 200 box comol
lagreements, and addenda to define the project scope and outcomes for building or |Quiz s worth 2% of the course grade. lcheck that students are taking notes from the lectures given the previous week. For this reason, |der/28256115013
|construction. (LECTURES: 15 Specifications) L0 2. This criterion is assessed quizzes 01+02, [LO 2. This crierion is assessed quizzes 01 + 02, and the final exam. This is also partof lquizzes do not always fully capture content being assess for a given NAAB crieria. ntroducing
land the final exam. This is also part of the in-class [the in-class engagement discussions. FINAL EXAM: 612 achieved an 85% or higher; \AAB criteia and
/2. Explain the importance of planning 17% of the course grade preparation for the Final Examis recommended.
(pre-plan the set,identiy needed drawings, prioritize and sequence production of those L0 3 &4.Quiz 8 and Final Exam
|drawings, establish graphics standards, and develop a coordinated 9 L0384 Quizs
, an L0'5. Quiz 09 & Final Exam
|deliver accurate representation. (LECTURES: 02 Graphic, Standards, 04 Referencing +  |LOS. Quiz 09 & Final Exam.
Cartooning, 05 LUC Documentation, 09 Code Documentation)
. entity e nancial aspects involved with design and constuctin including: uiing
Jcosts, f
lestimating, ' il ropscon e Contac Socamentroceee. (LECTURES: 18 Financil
Considerations)
4 dto
|deliver a project on time, on budget and at the quality expected. (LECTURES: 16 Financial
Considerations, 19 Coordination Review)
5. Diforontiao between the variousrles and responsivilies of he prinoipl, agentand
thir 1, 8101 and A201 for
lobligations are met, and hakﬂhiy is prnper\ysss\gned (LECTURES: 18 Legal
Responsibiltes)
sC3 526 [Z Cotbert 20245 7 Explain the fandamental principles of e safety, land use, and current regulations thal | The fundamental principles of e safety, and use; S NCLUDES GUIZZES, TESTS, AND EXANIS] [The Benchmark for fis SC3 15866, 100% [2) The scale of evaluation could be improved by requining a more developed final essay thal
|apply o buildings and sites n the United States and how in the evaluative d lectures and case or | demonsrates a synthesis of this information into a crtical position.
process architects use to comply with those regulations. buildings and sites in the United States, and the [studies. Relevant Quiz
levaluative process architects use to comply with (5) As b) Al students successfully demonstrated learning of this outcome.
inose aws and regulaions s partofa projectare |CRITERIAI SCALE OF EVALUATION. (18
invoduced n o d readings This
igh D2L. Final Essay:
Vi D2t o n e natossay. @) As
|ASSIGNMENTS (SHORTER OUT OF CLASS OR MULTIPLE CLASS SESSIONS (2)8s
IWORK)
Each studentwill be required to complete 1 case study, present findings to the class,
land lead a discussion of he findings.
CRITERIA/ SCALE OF EVALUATION:
c: be dness, engagement,
sC3 B [ Carr 20245 g Tie safety, bulding Graded by rubric in ASGN 02,03, 04 & 05. Graded by rubric in ASGN 02,03, 04 & 05, [The Benchmark for fis SC3 15 |ASGN 0Z 8/12 achieved an 85% or higher; _[Assignments 02, 03 and 04 are graded n class and students are asked 1o rediine their work and | ips /arzona 200 box comfol
aisamblos, and aceessioiy crlari.(LEGTURES: 03 St lans, 05 LUG Documentation, or leach assignmentis worth 11% of the course 2 s ldouzB256 1154013
07 Building Code, 08 Egress + Occupancy, 09 Code Documentation rade is graded. ASGN 05 be given o revisit their
10 Accessibilty + Plumbing, 11 Stairs + Ramps) lwork, using redlines. improve, revise and Scores
|ASGN 03:8 /12 achieved an 85% or higher;  [on thi low due courses, Planned
2. Apply iques in organizing, prod verifying technically leach assignmentis worth 11% of the course i a“revise / resubmit” ,
laccurate saety,building rade 103 and 04 due immediately afer the redline exercise is completed.
[ssarisin, and accaslily i are vt {LECTURES: 03 i Plaes, 4 Relarncing +
Cartooning, 06 Dimensioning, 09 Code Documentation, 10 Accessibilty + Plumbing, 11 IASGN 04:12 /12 achieved an 85% or higher;
Stairs + Ramps, 12 Interior Elevations, 13 Elevations + Sections, 14 Wall Sections, 17 leach assignmentis worth 11% of the:
Schedules, 19 Coordination Review)
|ASGN 056 /12 achieved an 90% or higher;
11% of the course grade
sC4 571A [R Perkins, [2023F T Tustrate he - Torm, material Graded by rub o70-100 [The 00% of |1 prop
processes. digital simulation and physical field observation. lor 80% students fulfled exam criteia lysis. Increase: and add o reinforce
Increase in
2. dentity the hitectural project Exam [structural connection details and their significance to overall performance. 3. Schedule failed to
structures, envelope, mechanical systems, water, power, lighting, and conctrol systems, and provide suffcient instruction time in air movement,ventiation, and mechanical systems. Revised
[sustainabily |schedule to improve time allocation.
3. Categorize these systems across different buiding types.
4. Classity the b , and how these the
use of building materials i structural applications.
sC4 5215 [D Josin 20245 g materials and Togic, order of Projects, £ ¥ & [The T fiips arizona app box coml
loperations, 1 and materials, and included below is an outline of which methods | -40% - Projects (4) lor 80% Revise Leaming Outcomes: | plan to revise the LOs to have less overlap, and thus bring in more |folder1282561159713
might choose one material system over another. |covered each of the Learning Outcomes (LOs), | -40% - Exams (4) Project 1 larity in the specific goal of each LO. For example, I now feel that LO 3 may be redundant to
land an outine describing each method. 10% - Discussions (An individual assignment) lelements of LOS 1 and 7; LOs 2 and 7 could potentially be consolidated as well. A new iteration
/2. Understand material performance and lfe cycles. 10% - Partcipation 616 were 90% or higher. lon the LOs would llow more clear revised
Laarming vt Algrmant Projects: Project 2 land the projects.
01




EeX3 s2ic [6 Shea 20z (G defned as ollows ForaTeaming Ooeaives Tased [RUbTeR e i [T Bemchmark or s SCATs & [T6715 Wil grades A [Anicipated actons or courss mprovemen
ANALYTIC RUBRIC for Projects: r80% L0 1 - Codify lstof pertinent architectural precedents at local, state, regional,national, and
1. dentify slementsin building precedents n order o analyze various material assemblies, PROJECT 1 (26% oftota), PROJECT 2 (20%), PROJECT 3 (15%) PROJECT 1: (10) Asi 5) Bs international level fo Project 1 based on this year's selecton.
edium o arge sclebuldngs. | MALYTIC RUBRIC Concept (33.3) 02 Expand Project 1 and Digital Mediations to include a physical mode! outputs,
Development (33.3) PROJECT 2: (10) As; (5) Bs; LO 3 - Dedicate one lab session before midterm, and one lab session before final to discussion
2. Constucttechrical ceardrawings and craat physicaland digtal e lustating[Praeet 12,3 Executon (33.3) of Reading Refections.
land identifying HOLISTIC RUBRIC for Exercises: PROJECT 3: (15) As; LO 4 - Expand upon the existing structure of tutorials regarding digital modelling, structural
buiing design intnt. HousT RUsRIC READING REFLECTIONS (15% of total), DIGITAL MEDITATIONS (20°%), simulaton, and form optimization and implement fipped classroom model.
EXERCIS! PARTICIPATION (5%) READING: (14) As; (1) B; Los material, and in Project Two with
5 , cloments & Excellent (100) lconsiderations of assembly,scale, and cost
buidings. Digital Meditations Very Good (80) DIGITAL: (15) As L0 6 - Carve out more time forthe concept, development, and exacution ofthe fnal phase ofthe
Participation semester,in partcular Project Three
4 physical modsl Satisfactory (70)
{esting,vector diagramming, and digital simulations Unsatisfactry (60)
Incomplete (50)
5. Design a sructural system which responds f a range of material, assembly & cost
parametrs.
5 Aprais  buiing envelop assembly ela o peromance, seshei energy and
material these
parameters
B 210 |RPens (20245 7 and Beamtypes and perform [Assignment 1: Three bearms /A Boes physical modeT Tesdom i T3 Students n dass. The [Plamed T Torces per SLO cbjecives | Mips//arzana apnboxcont]
d anal, lor80% benchmark folder262561159713
defection Physical mode of each ofthree beam 8.0 photograph representthe physical
configurations.
C. Diagrams accurately representloading condions
8. Record observed deflction of physical mode!
" | D.Obsenat and compare
lobserved deflection under load:
C. Momentdiagrams for sach ofthree beam
configurations under unform load.
Compare moment diagrams o observed
defectons and mode! behavior cases.
B 908 [CTmble [20235 T Define, develop, and employ archiecural Students are required o colaborate om e Spomt Lier Scale i ™ TPROVENENT PLAN: Adjust course schedule o accommoda more e for Teraive Design b
lconceptual design of a masterplan. They areto (1) Strongly Disagree: lor80% 12024.9 0f 9 students satisied his learning ~|Development. The M Arch Design Strear, 15251
2. X participate in the conceptual, schematic and (2) Disagree; loutcome. Four at the level of (4» Agree ‘and five [M.Arch Milestone Reviewers, has transformed a previous options design studio (arc510f) into a
|design development of an architectural (3) Neither Agree nor Disagree; latthe level of * focusing on large Urban
3. Demonstrate th abilty to synthesize the human experience, conditins of lace and the |component poject within the masterplan. The |(4) Agree: and develop their
and regulat designs are to be developed ieratvely and  (5) Strongly Agree.
oresented in diagrams, crawings, renders, igital sonL o inmore ,and
n lustraing architect land physical models. Students ae required to ynthes " ‘Aspire to have 75% perform at
performance. i lof 4 or 5 (up from 66%), aspire to have no students below level 4 (up from 33%).
llustrating architecural performance including
design synthesis.
B S0E|L Car 702 T Analyze <7, s and Use findings 1 form reasaned design solutons opiimizing L0 1.2, 5 Roview 01, Review 0Z, Review T3, |LO,Z, 3 Review 07, Review 0Z, Review 03, graded by rabrc. i CERE Tan 65% origher: | e o e e reeced e b
buicing performance to raded by rubric lor80% 15°% of the course grade work, and process and to Introduce 15251
 actve heating,cooling L0 4: Review 02,03 and final review, graded by rubric woriop. odics alacurs o passive stategles - adjust 1 gracing sole 85 hatreviews
L0 4: Roview 02, 03 and final review, raded by REViEwW02:613 achioved an 853 orier nave mor weg
2 Anayzs pogrammingneeds o fom spaa conuraions rduce st rubric 15¢% of the course grad
arfy h . steng adjacencies, promote 2. Move REVIEW 01 so thattoccurs before spring break and provide an extra week oftime.
) REVIEw 051013 achieved 903 orer,otveen REVIEW ' + 02 Tis i rovie et o students g pram slsions
) functional 120% of the course grads balanced with and overal
heating and cooling, raera consumpton, REVIEWGS s antcted o improve win e rew Buiing Technologles
oningand ecca power, waa s an i, anveions ntesure and shaing : .
legress anif safety.
3 & 4. Work with sudents o develop metis o nform the information needed, te evaluation of
s Spatia,stuctura, social, heirwork, and process and tools necded fo analysis.
culural, fora given
et and roposet 3 an aviacirl vt e sl
4. Demonstrate through the uss of architectural drawings, enderings, performance
diagrams, applied ressarch, and an eratve design review process that the proposed
design s based in understanding of e place, client and project goals.
B 908 [CTmble  [20235 TDer EEr Students are required o colaborate om e Spomt Lier Scale i ™ TPROVENENT PLAN: Adjust course schedule o accommoda more e for Teraive Design b
lconceptual design of a masterplan. They areto (1) Strongly Disagrees lor80% 12024.9 0f 9 students satisied hs learing ~|Development. The M Arch Design Strear, 14771
2. X participate in the conceptual, schematic and (2) Disagree; loutcome. Four at the \eve\u([4) Agree ‘and five [M.Arch Milestone Reviewers, has transformed a previous options design studio (arc510f) into a
design development of an architciural () ttrr A ror Disaaees atthe level of - cusing on arge Urban
3. Demonstrate the abiltyto intgrate muliple : masterplan. The |(4) Agree: and develop their
materiality, and environmental systems in architectural design. (sgnsaro oo dovelpod eratveh and - |5) Seongly Agee
oresented in diagrams, crawings, renders, igital inmore ,and
nd physical models. Students are required o integration ofbuiding systems. Aspie to have 75% perform at level of 4 or  (up from 66%),
eratvely develop performance diagrams Jaspie 1o have no students below level 4 (up from 33%)
llustrating architecural performance including
buicing integraton
ECX] SioE | Car s Do Fisciural Troad iegraton and Roview 03 andthe Graded by Rubric T Savermas o s SC 81+ 8 [REVIEWT03 1075 ateved a0 arfgrer g Z person a ™ met B
r80% 120% of the course grads develop their work over the semester folder262561147713

: accessibilly, site
|conditions, lfe satey, 3 , an
lsystems and assemblies

REVIEW 04:13/13 achieved 80% or higher:
10% of the course grade

Learnto ; ifboth team members tothe
| development of the work, that will improve both learning and design results.




Appendix 3 — University Regional Accreditation Letter

WAS Senior College and
University Commission

September 14, 2023

Dr. Robert Robbins
President

University of Arizona
1200 E. University Blvd.
P.O. Box 210021
Tucson, AZ B5721-0021

Dear Dr. Robbins:

Ar its February 2023 meeting, WASC Senior College and University Commission (WSCUC) granted initial
accreditation to University of Arizona for a period of six years. Also at that meeting, the Commission
received the recommendation of the review panel that, should WSCUC modify its Periods of Accreditation
Guide within the coming year, the University of Arizona be granted a longer period of initial accreditation
in recognition of its current and historical record of performance. During its June 2023 meeting, the
Commission amended the Periods of Accreditation Guide to provide for the award of initial accreditation
for six, eight, or ten years. At its August 2023 meeting, in light of those developments, the WSCUC
Executive Committee acted to:

1. Grant initial accreditation to University of Arizona for a period of ten years, effective as of February
2023

2. Achedule the next reaffirmation review with the Offsite Review in spring 2032 and the
Accreditation Visit in fall 2032

This letter supersedes the initial accreditation and scheduling actions taken in February 2023 and
constitutes the effective date of actions. All other stipulations in the February 2023 Commission action
letter remnain in effect.

Sincerely,

Gyl

Jamienne 5. Studley
President

Cc: Gail Burd, Senior Vice Provost and ALD, University of Arizona

Fred DuVal, Chair, Arizona Board of Regents
Christopher M. Oberg, Executive Vice President, WSCUC

1080 Marina Village Parkway, Suite 500, Alarmeda CA 94501

National Architectural Accrediting Board
Architecture Program Report, rev. June 2024



Appendix 4 — Course Lists

B.Arch.:

Required Prof. Courses

Elective Prof. Courses

General Studies

Optional Studies

Course No. and Name (SCH)*

Course No. and Name (SCH)

Course No. and Name (SCH)

Course No. and Name (SCH)

ARC 101 Foundation Studio 1 (4)

R&I Elective 1 (3)

ENGL 101 First Year
Composition (3)

UofA General Elective (3)

ARC 131 Thinking About
Architecture (2)

R&I Elective 2 (3)

MATH 108 Modeling with
Algebraic and Trig Functions (4)

UofA General Elective (3)

ARC 102 Foundation Studio 2 (4)

R&I Elective 3 (3)

UNIV 101 Intro to the General
Education Experience (1)

UofA General Elective (3)

ARC 121 Physical Principles of
the Built Environment (2)

R&I Elective 4 (3)

ENGL 102 First Year
Composition (3)

ARC 201 Design Studio 1 (6)

Second Language 2 (4)

ARC 221 Building Construction 1
(Materials and Assemblies) (3)

Gen Ed: Exploring Perspectives 1

(3)

ARC 231 History Theory 1 (3)

Gen Ed: Exploring Perspectives 2
3)

ARC 241 Techne 1 (D.Comm) (3)

Gen Ed: Exploring Perspectives 3
(3)

ARC 202 Design Studio 2 (6)

Gen Ed: Exploring Perspectives 4

(3)

ARC 222 Building Technologies 1
(Env Systems) (3)

Gen Ed: Building Connections

(3)

ARC 232 History Theory 2 (3)

Gen Ed: Building Connections
(3)

ARC 242 Teche Il (D.Comm) (3)

Gen Ed: Building Connections
3)

ARC 301 Design Studio 3 (6)

UNIV 301 Gen Ed: Portfolio (1)

ARC 321 Building Technologies 2
(Structures) (3)

ARC 326 Practice 1: Pre-Design
(2)

ARC 333 History Theory 3 (3)

ARC 341 Techne 3 (D.Comm) (3)

ARC 302 Design Studio 4 (6)

ARC 322 Building Construction 2
(Human Factors) (3)

ARC 435 Critical Inquiry and
Expression (History Theory) (3)

ARC 436 Practice 2: Ethics and
Practice (3)

ARC 401 Design Studio 4 (6)

ARC 421 Building Technologies 3
(Performance) (3)

ARC 441 Practice 3 (3)

ARC 410f Advanced Studio 1 (6)

ARC 410f Advanced Studio 2 (6)

ARC 497 Project Inquiry
(capstone prep) (3)

ARC 498 Capstone Studio (6)

Total 108 Semester Credits

Total 12 Semester Credits

Total 37 Semester Credits

Total 9 Semester Credits

Total No. of SCH for Degree

166 Semester Credits

*SCH; Semester Credit Hours

National Architectural Accrediting Board
Architecture Program Report, rev. June 2024




M.Arch.:

Undergraduate Courses if Preparatory — Equivalency determined per preparatory education evaluation in section 4.3.1.

Required Prof. Courses

Elective Prof. Courses

General Studies

Optional Studies

Course No. and Name (SCH)*

Course No. and Name (SCH)

Course No. and Name (SCH)

Course No. and Name (SCH)

ARC 510A Immersion Std. | (4)

ARC 540A Design Comm. | (3)

ARC 510B Immersion Std. Il (6)

ARC 521A Integrated Tech. | (3)

ARC 531 History+Theory | (4)

ARC 540B Design Comm. Il (3)

ARC 510C Immersion Std. Il (6)

ARC 526 Pre-Design (3)

ARC 521B Integrated Tech Il (3)

ARC 532 History+Theory Il (4)

Graduate-Level Courses

Required Prof. Courses

Elective Prof. Courses

General Studies

Optional Studies

ARC 510A Immersion Std. | (4)

Course No. and Name (SCH)

Course No. and Name (SCH)

Course No. and Name (SCH)

ARC 540A Design Comm. | (3)

Advanced Technology Elective

(3)

General Elective (3)

ARC 510B Immersion Std. Il (6)

Advanced History+Theory
Elective (3)

General Elective (3)

ARC 521A Integrated Tech. | (3)

General Elective (3)

ARC 531 History+Theory | (4)

ARC 540B Design Comm. Il (3)

ARC 510C Immersion Std. Il (6)

ARC 526 Pre-Design (3)

ARC 521B Integrated Tech Il (3)

ARC 532 History+Theory Il (4)

ARC 510D Comprehensive Std. |
(6)

ARC 521C Integrated Tech. IIl (3)

ARC 533 History+Theory Il (4)

ARC 540C Design Comm. |1l (3)

ARC 510E Comprehensive Std.
(6)

ARC 521D Integrated Tech. IV
(3)

ARC 510F Advanced Studio (6)

ARC 909 Master’s Project Prep
(3)

ARC 536 Ethics and Practice (4)

Total 86 semester credits

Total 6 semester credits

Total — Not Applicable

Total 9 semester credits

Total No. of SCH for Degree

101 Semester Credits

*SCH; Semester Credit Hours

National Architectural Accrediting Board
Architecture Program Report, rev. June 2024
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Appendix 5 — CAPLA and SoA Organizational Chart
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Appendix 6 — Faculty Resumes

(page intentionally left blank)

National Architectural Accrediting Board
Architecture Program Report, rev. June 2024



NAAB Resume

Name: Altaf Engineer, PhD, RA, LEED AP BD+C
Associate Professor, School of Architecture (SoA), College of Architecture, Planning & Landscape
Architecture (CAPLA), University of Arizona

Courses Taught (Four semesters prior to current visit): 1. ARC 497B/597B: Health and Wellbeing in the
Built Environment (3 CU); 2. ARC 497D/597D: Daylighting, Health & Behavior (3 CU); 3. ARC 900:
Master’s Report (3 CU, MS.Arch), 4. ARC 909/910: Thesis Project (9 CU, MS.Arch); 5. ARC 497/909:
Project Inquiry for Capstone (3 CU, B.Arch) & Master’s Project Preparation (3 CU, M.Arch); 6. ARC
498/909: Capstone Design Studio (6 CU, B.Arch) & Master’s Thesis Project (6 CU M.Arch); 7. ARC
495C/599: Critical Practices Laboratory Colloquium (1 CU, B.Arch & M.Arch); 8. ARC 599: MS.Arch
Collogquium (1 CU, MS.Arch)

Educational Credentials: PhD in Architecture, School of Architecture, University of lllinois at Urbana
Champaign; Master of Architecture (M.Arch), School of Architecture, University of lllinois at Urbana
Champaign; Bachelor of Architecture (B.Arch), Indian Education Society College of Architecture,
University of Mumbai, India

Teaching Experience: Associate Professor, SoA, CAPLA, University of Arizona (2023-present);
Assistant Professor, SoA, CAPLA (2017-2023); Faculty Associate, Design School, Arizona State
University (2016); Instructor, School of Architecture, University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign (2012-
2014)

Professional Experience: Co-founder and Board Member, Architects For Society (NGO, 2015-2022),
Project Architect, Stantec (formerly BurtHill), Washington DC (2007-2011); Project Architect,
BellArchitects, Washington DC (2005-2007); Associate Architect, Ranjit Sinh Associates, Mumbai, India
(2003); Intern Architect, Ved Segan Associates, Mumbai, India (2001-2003)

Licenses/Registration: Registered Architect (R.A.), New York, USA, License #039740 (2015-present);

Selected Publications and Recent Research:

Books: 1. Engineer, A., Ida, A., Jung, W., and Sternberg, E.M. (2024, February). Measuring the Impact
of the Built Environment on Health, Wellbeing and Performance: Techniques, Methods, and Implications
for Design Research. Health and the Built Environment focus series. Routledge, Taylor & Francis Group.
2. Engineer, A. and Anthony, K. (2018). Shedding new light on art museum additions: Front stage and
back stage experiences. New York, NY: Routledge Research in Architecture Series, Taylor & Francis
Group. | Book Chapters: 1. Hyde, J., Runyon, R., Engineer, A., Kramer B., Lindberg C., and Sternberg,
E.M. (Co-author, 30% contribution) (2023, November). Wearable technologies in the workplace: Sensing
to create responsive industrial and occupational environments optimized for health. In Mehl, M., Wrzus,
C., Eid, M. & Harari, G. (Eds.) Mobile Sensing in Psychology: Methods and Applications (A Handbook).
Guilford Books. 2. Engineer, A. (2020, August). Immersive Physical Environment: Office Interiors and
Preparedness. In Mechanick, J. & Kushner, R. (Eds.), Building and Implementing a Lifestyle Medicine
Program: From Concept to Clinical Practice (pp. 11-15). Springer. | Journal Articles: Alagtum, T.,
Engineer, A., & Moeller, C (2024, May). Daylighting Glare and Design for Visual Comfort. Technology |
Architecture + Design (TAD). 2. Engineer, A., Gualano, R.J., Crocker, R.L., Smith, J.L., Maizes, V., Weil,
A., & Sternberg, E.M (Lead author, 60% contribution) (2021, August). An Integrative Health Framework
for Wellbeing in the Built Environment. Building & Environment, 205.

Professional Memberships: U.S. Green Building Council (2008-present); Environmental Design
Research Association (EDRA) (2015-2024)



NAAB Template for Faculty Resumes (limit 1 page/individual)
Name: Brendan Sullivan Shea

Courses Taught (Four semesters prior to current visit):

2023 Fall ARC 510B — Principles & Precedent - Graduate Foundations Design, 6-CU
ARC 521C — Integrated Technologies Ill, 3CU

2024 Spring  ARC 410F — Desertificiation & Democracy - Adaptive Futures Research Track, 6-CU
ARC 435/535 — Forms of Critical Inquiry & Expression - History Theory, 3-CU

2024 Fall ARC 510B — Principles & Precedent - Graduate Foundations Design, 6-CU
ARC 540B — Design Communications II, 3-CU
ARC 471J + 571J — About Il - Publication Design & Production, 3-C

2025 Spring  ARC 410F — Desetrtificiation & Democracy - Adaptive Futures Research Track, 6-CU
ARC 471J — Making & Meaning - Adaptive Futures Research Track, 3-CU
ARC 102 — Foundations Design, 4-CU

Educational Credentials:
2014  Master of Architecture, Princeton University, Princeton, NJ
2010 Bachelor of Arts in Architectural Studies, University of California Los Angeles, Los Angeles, CA

Teaching Experience:

2023 Visiting Assistant Professor University of Arizona, College of Architecture, Planning, Landscape
Architecture, Tucson, Arizona

2021 Research Fellow, The School of Architecture (fka Taliesin West), Arcosanti, Arizona

2020 Visiting Assistant Professor, Texas Tech University, College of Architecture, Lubbock, Texas

2019 Visiting Instructor, Texas Tech University, College of Architecture, Lubbock, Texas

2015 Lecturer, University of Southern California, School of Architecture, Los Angeles, California

2013 Graduate Teaching Assistant, Princeton University, School of Architecture, Princeton, New Jersey

Professional Experience:

2015 Roundhouse Platform, USA + EU

2014 Reimaging Fabrication, NJ + CA

2011 John Friedman Alice Kimm, Los Angeles, CA
2010 Predock Frane Architects, Los Angeles, CA

Licenses/Registration: N/A

Selected Publications and Recent Research:

“In Lieu / En Ligne” Residency at Boghossian Foundation — Villa Empain, exhibition Beyond the Lines,
Brussels, Belgium. (2024)

“The Living Line” Residency at Kunstenfestival Watou — City of Poperinge, exhibition Landscape of the
Imagination, Watou, Belgium. (2024)

“Disaster, Disruption, Desertification: Rethinking the Architecture of Activism, Relearning from a Medieval
Ecological Disaster” (With N. Despland) 2024 ACSA 112th Annual Meeting: Disrupters on the Edge,
Vancouver, British Columbia, Canada. Peer-Reviewed. (2024)

“You've Got Mail: Historical Precedents and Contemporary Relevance of Epistolary Architecture” (With N.
Despland) Chapter In Remote Practices: Architecture In Proximity, ed. L.Chee & M.Mindrup, Lund
Humphries. Peer-Reviewed. (2022)

“School’s Out: Exploring Learning By Doing Methods In On-Site Design Build Architecture Workshops
With Laminated Timber & Silt Cast Construction Systems” (With N. Hitch) 2022 AIA/ACSA Intersections
Research Conference: Resilient Futures, Virtual Conference. Peer-Reviewed. (2022)

Professional Memberships: ACSA



Name: Beth M Weinstein

Courses Taught: ARC195B Why Design Matters (1CU); ARC435 Critical Inquiry (3CU); ARC451/551p
Architecture + Performance (3CU); ARC497 Project Inquiry (3CU); ARC498 Capstone Studio (6CU);
ARCA471K (Paris: spaces of empire, colony and civic agency (3CU); ARC497b Detail (3CU).

Educational Credentials:

Doctor of Philosophy (PhD) 2020. CAM, University of Tasmania.
Master of Architecture (M.Arch) 1990. GSAPP, Columbia University.
Bachelor of Fine Arts (BFA, Interior Design, Magna Cum Laude) 1985. SVPA, Syracuse University.

Teaching Experience:

2006-25 University of Arizona, CAPLA, School of Architecture (Tucson, AZ).
Acting ADSA (2024-25). Chair, Object + Spatial Design, BA Design Arts & Practices (2022-26).
Chair, M.Arch (2014-17). Assoc. Prof. w/ tenure (2012-25); Asst. Prof. (2006-12).
2000-2010, 19 Columbia University, GSAPP (NYC, NY / Paris, France).
2003 - 2008 Parsons/ New School, Department of Architecture, Interior Design + Lighting (NYC, NY).
1999 - 2005 Pratt Institute, School of Architecture (Brooklyn, NY).
1997 - 1999 Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute, School of Architecture (Troy, NY).

Professional Experience:

2002-present  Architecture Agency, founder and principal (NYC, NY + Tucson, AZ).
1998-2002 Riebe Weinstein Architecture, co-founder (NYC, NY).

1992-97 Architectures Jean Nouvel, project architect (Paris, France).

1988-90 A(d+V)u?z, co-founder (NYC, NY).

1988-90 Asymptote Architecture, project architect (NYC, NY).

1987-9 su Richard Meier + Partners; Tod Williams Billie Tsien & Assoc.; Torres Tur y Martinez Lapefia
1985-6 Skidmore Owings + Merrill (NYC, NY).

Licenses/Registration:

2000-present  Registered Architect, State of New York # 027647
2000-present  National Council of Architectural Registration Boards (NCARB) Certificate, # 53101

Selected Solo-authored Publications and creative work:

* Architecture + Choreography: Collaborations in Dance, Space and Time. London: Routledge, 2024.

« Palimpsest (CIV) in Ces voix qui m’assiégent... (These voices that besiege me...), curated by Emilie Goudal
and Natasa PetreSin-Bachelez, Gallery of the Cité internationale des Arts, Paris, France, 05/15-07/13/24.

+ “Erasing, Obfuscating, and Teasing out from the Shadows: Performing/Installing the Camps’ Invisibilities,”
Performance Research Journal (PRJ) 24, no. 7 (On Disappearance) (2019): 23-31.

« “Performances of Spatial Labor: Rendering the (In)visible Visible,” Journal of Architectural Education, Work 73, no.
2 (2019): 230-239.

* “Bringing Performance into Architectural Pedagogy.” In Performing Architectures: Projects, Practices, Pedagogies,
edited by Andrew Filmer and Juliet Rufford, 187—203. London: Methuen Drama, 2018.

« “Stage and Audience: Constructing Relations and Opportunities.” In The Routledge Companion to Scenography,
edited by Arnold Aronson, 19-32. London: Routledge, 2018.

* Razing Manzanar Il, in Arizona Biennial 2018, Tucson Museum of Art, 07/05-09/16/18.

Professional Memberships:

ACSA, TAL, Performance Studies International, IFTR.



Christopher Deane Trumble | Associate Professor | School of Architecture | University of Arizona
Courses Taught:

arc909 Masters Project Preparation | arc909 Masters Project | arc497 Capstone Inquiry | arc498
Capstone | arc599 Group Independent Study: Milestone Preparation + Mentoring

Educational Credentials:
1991-93 | Master of Architecture | University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia PA
1987-91 | Bachelor of Science and Architectural Studies | University of lllinois, Urbana-Champaign IL

1989-90 | Ecole d’ Architecture et Urbanisme | Versailles, France | University of lllinois Study Abroad
Program one academic-year

Teaching Experience:

1999 to present | University of Arizona | Lecturer, Assistant Professor, Associate Professor |
Structures + Studios at all levels, Design Build Projects, Electives in natural structures and furniture
design

1998-99 | Drury University | Visiting Assistant Professor | Materials + Methods, Lighting + Acoustics
and Vertical Studios

Professional Experience:
1995 to present | Chris Trumble Architect | Tucson, AZ, Springfield MO, + NYC, NY | Principal
2005-16 | Folan Trumble Architects | Tucson, AZ + Pittsburgh, PA | Principal
1997-98 Gerner Kronick + Valcarcel Architects | NYC, NY | Project Architect
1996-97 Point B Design | NYC, NY | Project Architect

1995-1996 Chateau de Vernoux | Le Louroux Beconnais, France | Staff Architect + Design-Build
Crew Leader

1993-95 Siris-Coombs Architects | NYC, NY | Job-Captain
Licenses/Registration:

2000 to present | Licensed Architect Arizona, seal no: 35373

1995-2007 | Licensed Architect lllinois, seal no: 001-015907
Selected Publications and Recent Research:

2022 Book Chapter : Cavanagh T., Nicholas C, Oak A.,Trumble C., “Designing, Building and Social
Science”, In: Emerging Voices on New Architectural Ecologies, eds. Verissimo C., Burnay D., Trienal
de Arquitectura de Lisboa, 55-66, 2022

2020 ACSA Collaborative Practice Award | Sustainability Laboratory and Urban Garden | w/ Linda
Samuels



Name: Christopher Domin

Courses Taught:

Arc497 MetaPhysics of Light, Project Inquiry,
Arc498 MetaPhysics of Light ,Capstone Studio,
Arc201 Existing Conditions Studio,

Arc510c M.Arch Design Studio I,

Arc510b Integrated Technology 1

Educational Credentials:
Master of Architecture, Georgia Institute of Technology (Nix Mann Fellow), 1993
Bachelor of Arts in Architecture, University of New Mexico, 1991

Teaching Experience:
University of Arizona
Associate Professor, 2007-present
Assistant Professor, 2001-2007
University of New Mexico
Visiting Assistant Professor, 2000-2001
Adjunct Assistant Professor, 1999-2000
Georgia Institute of Technology
Graduate Teaching Fellowship, 1991-93

Professional Experience:

Principal, Christopher Domin Architect, Tucson / Phoenix, AZ, 2001-present

Project Architect, Rohde May Keller McNamara Architecture, Albuquerque, NM, 1997-2000
Intern Architect, SBS Architecture, Atlanta, GA, 1994-1997

Licenses/Registration:

Registered Architect:  Georgia, RA 009780, 1998-present
Arizona, RA 60443, 2015-present

LEED Accredited Professional, 2009-present

Selected Publications and Recent Research:
Paul Rudolph: The Florida Houses, with Joseph King (50%),
Princeton Architectural Press, 2002
ISBN-13: 978-1568985510
First reprint 2003
Second reprint 2004
Paperback edition 2005
New edition, with additional essay by authors, 2009
New edition, reprint, 2015

Victor Lundy: Artist Architect, with Donna Kacmar et al (20%),
Princeton Architectural Press, 2018
ISBN-13: 978-1616896614

Powerhouse: The Life and Work of Judith Chafee, with Kathryn McGuire (50%),
Princeton Architectural Press, 2019
ISBN-13: 978-1616897178

Professional Memberships:

Construction History Society of America (member), 2012-present
Docomomo (member), 2013-present

Association of Collegiate Schools of Architecture (member), 1999-present
Tucson Historic Preservation Foundation, 2016-present



NAAB Faculty Resume

Name: Clare Robinson, Ph.D.,
B.Arch Program Chair (2023-present)

Courses Taught (Four semesters prior to current visit):

ARC333 & ARC533: History + Theory Ill, 3 or 4-CU, large lecture course with 1-credit grad discussion
ARC471s: Contemporary Architecture and Urbanism, 3CU, online, required of SBE and HC students
ARC201: Design Studio 1, 6-CU, required of B.Arch students

ARC496b & 596b: [ABouT] journal, 3-CU, elective seminar

ARC900: Research Seminar, 3-CU, required of MS.Arch students

ARC910: Master Thesis, 9-CU, required of MS.Arch students writing a thesis

ARC909: Master Report, 9-CU, required of MS.Arch students completing a project

Educational Credentials:

Ph.D., Architecture, University of California, Berkeley (2012)
M.Arch., Graduate School of Design, Harvard University (2001)
B.A., Smith College (1995)

Teaching Experience: (selected)

Associate Professor, University of Arizona, 2019-present
Assistant Professor, University of Arizona, 2012-2019
Assistant Professor, lowa State University, 2002-2005

Professional Experience: (recent)
Casa Grande Historic Structures Survey/Report, 2024-present.
Capital Reef National Park, Holt House Historic Structures Survey/Report. 2020-2024.

Licenses/Registration: N/A

Selected Publications and Recent Research:

Publications

“Metaphors that made the student union” published in the Journal of Society of Architectural Historians
(JSAH), Vol 82 (2), p.184-203, 2023.

“Un-repressing Class to Reinterpret the Tradition of Mid-century Modern Architecture and its
Preservation in Tucson, Arizona” Traditional Dwelling and Settlement Review (TDSR) Vol 29(1), Fall 2017,
pp21-34, 2017. Awarded the Catherine Bauer Wurster Prize by SACRPH in 2019.

“Architecture in Support of Citizenry: Vernon DeMars and the Berkeley Student Union” Journal of
Architectural Education, Vol. 70(2), October 2016, pp236-46 (double-blind peer-reviewed), 2016.
Awarded the Journal of Architectural Education Best Article Scholarship of Design Award in 2016.
Research

See professional experience (above).

Student union buildings and other topics field of mid-twentieth-century architecture and urban studies.

Professional Memberships:

Board Member, ARCC (Architecture Research Centers Consortium)
Member, SAH (Society of Architectural Historians)

Associate Member, AIA



NAAB Template for Faculty Resumes (limit 1 page/individual)

Name: Eduardo Guerrero.
Courses Taught: ARC 302 Urban housing (coordinator).

ARC 301 Integration of place.

ARC 497 597 Low-income housing challenge.

ARC 410 510 Advanced studio, Urban design.

ARC 102 Foundation studio.

ARC 121 Physical principles of the built environment.
Educational Credentials:
Master of Urban Design, University of California, Berkeley, 2010.
Diploma in Urban Public Development, Catholic University of Chile, Santiago, 2008.
Professional degree in Architecture, The Republic University, Santiago, 1998.

Teaching Experience:

The University of Arizona. College of Architecture, Planning and Landscape Architecture.

Senior Lecturer, Thesis committee member. 2013 - present.

University of California, Berkeley. College of Environmental Design. Invited Juror, Urban Design
Program, Prof. Stefan Pellegrini. 2010, 2011, 2015, 2017, 2020.

KRVIA, The Kamla Raheja Vidyanidhi Institute for Architecture and Environmental Studies, Mumbai,
Maharashtra India. Invited lecturer, Master of urban design program. Prof. Mishkat Ahmed. 2020.
Texas A&M, College of Architecture, College Station, TX. Invited lecturer, M. Arch students and PhD.
students. Prof. Koichiro Aitani. 2020.

Taliesin, The School of Architecture, AZ. Invited juror, Master of Architecture, Prof. Chris Lash. 2017.
Ministry of Planning, Social Investment Fund, Atacama Region. Chile. Instructor, Design Basics. 2004.

Professional Experience:

2013 - 2014 Pedestrian Plan Technical Advisory Committee, PAG, Tucson, AZ. Committee Member.
2012 University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ. The Drachman Institute. Research Associate.

2011 - 2015 Opticos Design, Berkeley, CA. Design consultant.

2010 - 2011 City of Berkeley, CA. Department of Planning & Development. Intern.

2006 - 2009 Ministry of Housing and Urban Planning. Santiago, Chile. Supervisor.

2004 - 2006 San José de la Dehesa Foundation. Santiago, Chile. Architect.

2001 - 2003 Ministry of Housing and Urban Planning. Atacama Desert, Chile. Architect.

2003 - 2004 Habitat for Humanity. Atacama Desert, Chile. Architect.

2003 ELEMENTAL, World Architecture Competition in Social Housing, Atacama, Coordinator.
1999 to 2001  National Foundation to Overcome Poverty, Atacama Desert, Chile. Architect.

Licenses/Registration: Chilean Institute of Architects, Registered Architect I.C.A. 7107.

Selected Publications and Recent Research:

- “Crossing City Limits”. Urban podcast, crossingcitylimits.com

- “Empowering Faculty for Equity-Minded Course Redesign”. National Symposium on Student Retention
2023. Co-authored with Sarah Kyte, et al. New Orleans, LA.

- “Political performance in disputed public space”. [ABouT] journal 2023.

Co-authored with Roberto Fernandez.

- “Exploring the Future of Hybrid Education Through National Research”. SCUP 2022 annual conference.
Co-authored with Erin Cubbison (Gensler), et al, Long Beach, CA.

Professional Memberships:
Public art committee, University of Arizona Museum of Art. Committee Member. Tucson, AZ. 2024.
PAG Bike and Pedestrian Sub Committee, Committee Member. Tucson, AZ. 2014.


https://crossingcitylimits.com/
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Name: Eric Weber

Courses Taught (Four semesters prior to current visit):

ARC 410F (fall/spring 2023/24, fall/spring 2022/23) ARC221 (Fall 2023, Fall 2024) ARC 241/242 (fall
Ispring 2022/23)

Educational Credentials: March., 2000, Arizona State University, BSD Arch. Studies, 1996, Arizona
State University

Teaching Experience: Associate Professor, University of Arizona, 2021-current. Associate
Professor, University of Nevada Las Vegas, 2010-21. Faculty Associate, Arizona State University,
2000-2010

Professional Experience: Jones Studio, Phoenix, AZ, 2009-10. Will Bruder Architects, Phoenix, AZ
(now Portland, OR) 2000-09 Cullen-Burr Architects (now TransSystems, Inc.) 1996-1998

Licenses/Registration: State of Arizona, 2009 #49844
Selected Publications and Recent Research:

Weber, E. D.

Techne: Teaching Iterative Tectonics to Architecture Students. Building Technology Educator’s Society
Conference, 2023. Building Technology Educator's Society: Vol. 2023, Article 1.

Available at: https://scholarworks.umass.edu/btes/vol2023/iss1/1

Person, A.; Cole, T.; Weber, E. D.
Exhibit/models for Capital Brutalism. National Building Museum. Previously shown at Southern Utah
Museum of Art, 2022-2023. Exhibit on view through February 2025.

Grant Proposal submitted to ERAS for City of Tucson Loma Verde Dog Park, Submitted for Review Fall
2023. $25,000.00

Weber, E. D.; Choi, J. O.; Lee, S.

Lessons Learned during the Early Phases of a Modular Project: A Case Study of UNLV'’s Solar Decathlon
2020 Project. The 9th International Conference on Construction Engineering and Project Management,
2022.

Kopec, D.; Weber, E.D.
Person-Centered Design: Combat Veterans with PTSD and TBI. Environmental Design Research
Association Conference, 2020.

Professional Memberships: American Institute of Architects, Building Technology Educator’s
Society



Name: Jonathan Bean

Courses Taught (Four semesters prior to current visit):

¢ ARC 421 Building Technology Il (Fall 22; on sabbatical 23-24)
¢ ARC 410E Options Studio | (Solar Decathlon Design Challenge Studio) (Spring 22)

Educational Credentials:

e PhD, Architecture, University of California Berkeley (2011)
e MBS, Architecture, University of California Berkeley (2008)
o BA, Architecture, University of California Berkeley (2002)

Teaching Experience:

e 10+ years of experience in interdisciplinary design and technical topics
e Faculty advisor to finalist New Housing and Attached Housing teams, and first place and Grand
Winner Prize Multifamily Building team, Solar Decathlon Design Challenge, 2022.

Professional Experience:

e Postdoctoral Fellow, Parsons School of Design, The New School 2011-2013

e Assistant Professor of Markets, Innovation, and Design, School of Management, Bucknell
University, 2013-2017

¢ Joint Appointee, National Renewable Energy Laboratory, 2021-2023; 2024-

At University of Arizona:

e Assistant Professor of Architecture and Sustainable Built Environments, 2017-2023

e Associate Professor of Architecture and Sustainable Built Environments (with tenure), 2023-
o Distinguished Fellow, Center for University Education Scholarship, 2021-

¢ Fellow, Udall Center for Studies in Public Policy, The University of Arizona, 2023

e Co-Director, Institute for Energy Solutions, Arizona Institute for Resilience, 2022-2024

o Director, Institute for Energy Solutions, Arizona Institute for Resilience, 2024-

Licenses/Registration:
*  Phius CPHC (Certified Passive House Consultant)

Selected Publications and Recent Research:

«  With S. Truitt, J. Sullivan, G. Paranjothi, A. Moe. Completing the Circuit: Workforce Development
for Advanced Building Construction and Grid-Interactive Efficient Buildings. NREL Technical
Report 5500-80480. 2022 March. Available from: https://www.osti.gov/biblio/1855580

*  With Arsel Z. Taste Regimes and Market-Mediated Practice. Journal of Consumer Research.
2013 February 01; 39(5):899-917.

*  Winner, Envelope Retrofit Opportunities for Building Optimization Technologies (E-ROBOT)
Phase 1 Prize ($200,000). Funding agency: US Department of Energy Office of Energy Efficiency
and Renewable Energy. Project: WALL-EIFS, a robotically applied, 3D-sprayable exterior
insulation and finish system (EIFS) for building envelope retrofits. With team: W. Fink, D. Benson,
B. Adair.

Professional Memberships:

+ Society of Building Science Educators (President-elect)



NAAB Faculty Resume | Laura Carr

Laura Carr, Senior Lecturer, School of Architecture

Courses Taught (Four semesters prior to current visit

2024 Spring Semester:
ARC 510E Advanced Studio Il, 6-CU
ARC 541 Contract Documents, 3-CU

2023 Fall Semester:
ARC 401 Design Integration Studio, 6-CU
ARC 441 Practice Ill Contract Documents, 3-CU

2023 Spring Semester:
ARC 510E Advanced Studio Il, 6-CU
ARC 222 Building Technologies |, 2-CU Lecture, 1-CU Workshop
ARC 541 Contract Documents, 3-CU
ARC499 599 Independent Study: Contemporary Indigenous Architecture, 3-CU

2022 Fall Semester:
ARC 401 Design Integration Studio, 6-CU
ARC 441 Practice Ill Contract Documents, 3-CU

ARC 496/596B Spatial Structures, 3-CU

Educational Credentials

2005 BArch, College of Architecture, Planning and Landscape Architecture, University of Arizona
1996 BS Mathematics, Minor in Physical Science, Northern Arizona University

Teaching Experience
2022-PRESENT Senior Lecturer, School of Architecture, University of Arizona
2017 - 2022 Lecturer, School of Architecture, University of Arizona

Professional Experience
2023 - present Native Peoples Design Coalition, Center Coordinator
2022 - present KWID, LLC, Owner / Architectural Designer
2012 - 2017 Nelsen Partners Architecture and Planning, Project Architect
2012 - 2014 GolLite, LLC, Retail Store Development, T/ Designer and Store Manager
2010 - 2012 Recreational Equipment, Inc. (REI), Market Outreach Specialist
2007 - 2009  Taylor Design+Build, Project Architect
2004 - 2007 The Drachman Institute, Project Management and Design

Selected Publications and Recent Research

2023 - 2025 Provost Investment Fund Grant, Pl, The Native Peoples Design Coalition (NPDC). Current
project publications and grant initiativeS can be viewed here:
https://drachmaninstitute.arizona.edu/npdc

2021 CAPLA Teaching Innovation Grant, Mochik Ranch. ARC510E and LAR511 Studio Collaboration
working in partnership with the Native Peoples Technical Assistance Office and Cooperative Extension

2022 Office of Native American Initiatives and Tribal Engagement, Be the Voice, Imagine the Possibilities:
UArizona Native American and Indigenous People’s Center

2020 BTSE Reflect, Connect, Project 2020 Webinar Series / Testing and Experimentation, D/IY Modeling
and Analysis: Physical and Digital Rigid Surface Structures, Co-authored with Aletheia Ida

Professional Memberships
Dunbarton Oaks / Mellon Fellowship Deans Equity and Inclusion Initiative (DEII), Fellow

Indigenous Society of Architects, Planners and Designers, Fellow
AlA, Associate Member


https://drachmaninstitute.arizona.edu/npdc

Name Laura Hollengreen
Courses Taught ARC 435/535: Forms of Critical Inquiry and Expression (with Beth Weinstein)
ARC 471A/571A: Light in Modern and Contemporary Art and Architecture

Educational Credentials

Ph.D., History of Art, University of California, Berkeley (1998)
M.A., History of Art, University of California, Berkeley (1989)
A.B., Art and Archaeology, Princeton University (1985)

Teaching Experience
University of Arizona, School of Architecture (1995-2009, 2017-present) — Lecturer, Assistant Professor,
Associate Professor
Faculty Affiliate, Division of Late Medieval and Reformation Studies
Faculty Affiliate, Arizona Center for Judaic Studies
Adjunct Assistant Professor, Division of Art History, School of Art
Georgia Institute of Technology, School of Architecture (2009-17) — Associate Professor
University of Arizona, Department of Art (Spring 1999) - Instructor
University of California, Berkeley, Department of History of Art (Spring 1997) - Instructor
University of California, Riverside, Department of the History of Art (Winter 1995) — Lecturer

Professional Experience: N/A but am listing Administrative Experience (70-80% of my workload)
University of Arizona, CAPLA, Associate Dean for Academic Affairs (2019-present)

University of Arizona, School of Architecture, Associate Director (2017-20)

Georgia Tech, School of Architecture, Director of International Education (2016-17)

Georgia Tech, Assistant Provost for Academic Advocacy and Conflict Resolution (2015-17)

Deputy Title IX Coordinator for Faculty, Georgia Institute of Technology
University of Arizona, School of Architecture, Interim Director (2008-09)

Licenses/Registration: N/A

Selected Publications and Recent Research:

Current collaborative project with Rebecca Rouse (University of Skdvde): technologies of liminality

“Design at the Border: Liminality, the Virtual, and Interior Transformation from Antiquity to Mixed Reality.”
Co-authored with Rebecca Rouse. In Virtual Interiorities, book 1: When Worlds Collide, 137-71.
Pittsburgh: ETC Press, Carnegie Mellon University, 2022.

“Qal’at Sim’an, A New Venue of Power in Late Antique Syria.” Proceedings of the ARCC Conference
(2021): 275-82.

“Gothic Skins: Penitents at the Cathedral.” In Architecture and the Body, Science and Culture, 67-85.
Ed. Kim Sexton. London and New York: Routledge, 2018.

Meet Me at the Fair: A World’s Fair Reader. Ed. Laura Hollengreen et al. Pittsburgh: ETC Press,
Carnegie Mellon University, 2014.

Translatio, or the Transmission of Culture. Ed. Laura H. Hollengreen. Turnhout, Belgium: Brepols, 2008.

Cross-Cultural Vernacular Landscapes of Southern Arizona. Ed. Laura Hollengreen and R. Brooks
Jeffery. Tucson: Vernacular Architecture Forum, 2005.

Professional Memberships: Current and Most Important
Association of Collegiate Schools of Architecture (ACSA) College Art Association (CAA)
International Center of Medieval Art (ICMA) Society of Architectural Historians (SAH)



Name: Lisa Schrenk, Professor of Architectural History

Courses Taught (Four semesters prior to current visit):

Fall 2024: ARC231/231H/531: History of World Architecture |

Spring 2024:ARC232/232H/532: History of World Architecture Il

Fall 2023: ARC231/231H/531: History of World Architecture |
ARC220: Introduction to Applied Building Technology

Fall 2022/Spring 2023: Sabbatical

Educational Credentials:

1998 Ph.D. (Art History), University of Texas, Austin
1988 M.Arch.His., University of Virginia

1983 BA (Geography, Studio Art), Macalester College

Teaching Experience:

University of Arizona, Associate Professor, 2012-20; Professor, 2020 — Present
Faculty Fellow, 2017-2020

Semester at Sea, Associate Professor Fall 2018, Spring 2015

Norwich University, Assistant Professor, 2002-07; Associate Professor, 2007-12

Professional Experience:

Board Member, Forbes Architectural Advisory Board, 2023-present.

Consultant, Minnesota Expo Bid Committee, 2015 - present

Education Director, The Frank Lloyd Wright Home and Studio Foundation, 1988-1992

Reviewer for World Monument Watch, NEH, Library of Congress Fellowships, and numerous academic presses.

Selected Publications and Recent Research:

Book, An Architectural Laboratory: The Oak Park Studio of Frank Lloyd Wright. U Chicago Press. 2021.

Book, Building a Century of Progress: The Architecture of Chicago's 1933-34 World's Fair, U MN Press, 2007.

Leading Essay, “Design Evolution: Art Deco at the Century of Progress International Exposition.” In Art Deco
Chicago: The Making of American Culture, Yale U Press, 2018.

Essay, “Exposition Art Deco,” In Routledge Research Companion to Art Deco, Routledge, 2019.

Essay, “Visions of Progress and Peace: Foreign Architectural Representations at the Century of Progress and
the Golden Gate International Expositions.” In Urban Reinventions: San Francisco's Treasure Island.
University of Hawaii Press, 2017.

Essay, “The Impact of the Transient Nature of World Fairs on the Palimpsests of Modern Fairgrounds,”
[Trans-JJournal, Issue 3, 2017: 27-41.

Epilogue, “Images of War and Messages of Peace: The American Story.” In Devos, Ortenberg, and Paperny,
Architecture of Great Expositions 1937-1958: Messages of Peace, Images of War. Ashgate, 2015.

Introduction and Guest Editor, SaveWright: The Progressive City. 14:1 (2023).

Paper, The Dynamic (and Not So Dynamic) Traditions of World’s Fairs. Conference of the International
Assoc. for the Study of Traditional Environments (IASTE), Riyadh, 9 January 2024.

Article, “The Home Studios of Frank Lloyd Wright,” [ABouT]Home, Issue 8, 2023: 32-56.

Professional Memberships:

Institute for the Study of International Expositions (ISIE); Co-founder and Lead: 2021-present.

Society of Architectural Historians (SAH), member: 1986-present; Board of Directors: 1995-1998.
Gill Dissertation Award Committee, Chair: 2021-22.

College Art Association (CAA), member: 1996-present.
Charles Rufus Morey Book Award Committee: 2020-23, Chair: 2022-23.

Frank Lloyd Wright Building Conservancy, 2021-present.

ICOMOS, Member: 2020-present. Expert member, ICIP: 2020-present.

Global Architectural History Teaching Collaborative, 2017-present.
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Name: Zachary Myles Pefia

Courses Taught (Four semesters prior to current visit):

- Summer 2024: Arc 501
- Spring 2024: Arc 302, Arc 102
- Fall 2024: Arc 201, Arc 101

Educational Credentials:

- BArch, lllinois Institute of Technology, 2015
- Florida State University, Studies in Interior Design w/Art History Minor and Urban and Regional
Planning Certificate, 2008-2010

Teaching Experience:
- University of Arizona, 2023-Current

Professional Experience:

Myles Pefa Architects PLLC, 2021-Current

Hoist., Associate Principal, 2021

SAB Architects, Senior Project Manager, 2017-2021

- NAC Architecture, Lead Project Designer and Project Architect, 2015-2017

Licenses/Registration:

- Registered Architect, Arizona
- Registered Architect, Washington
- Registered Architect, Idaho

Selected Publications and Recent Research:
- On the Great Divide, Spatial Landscapes and Political Ideology, 2017
Professional Memberships:

- AA
- NCARB



Name: Michael Silver

Courses Taught (Four semesters prior to current visit):
ARC 201 Design Studio | (Fall 2022)

ARC 341 Techne Il (Fall 2022)

ARC 410F/510F Advanced Studio (Spring 2023)

ARC 101ab Foundation Studio IA (Fall 2023)

ARC 241 Techne | (Fall 2023)

ARC 410F/510F Advanced Studio (Spring 2024)

Educational Credentials:

1991 Columbia University
New York, NY (Masters of Architecture and Building Design)
Design Thesis: Urban Drawing Machine
Core Studio Critics: Stan Allen, Diana Agrest, Maxamilliano Fuksas.

1987 Pratt Institute
Brooklyn, NY (Bachelor of Arts in Architecture)
Teaching Experience:

2022-2024 CAPLA University of Arizona — Tenure Track, Second Year instructor
2020-2021 University of Kentucky, Product Design — First Year instructor

2019-2021 University of Kentucky, Department of Architecture - First Year instructor
2016-2018 University at Buffalo — Assistant Professor

2011-2013 Ball State University — Research Fellow

2007-2010 Cornell University — Assistant Professor

2005-2007 Pratt Institute — Adjunct Professor

2004-2005 University of Michigan — Research Fellow

2003-2003 Harvard GSD — Adjunct Professor

2001-2003 Yale — Assistant Professor

Professional Experience:

1998-2021 Critical Systems — Co-founded with Yee Peng Chia Baptistry of Mont Saint Michel, Normandy, France,
2018.

2007-2008 Rafael Vinoly (Research Fellow) New York, NY.

2000-2001 I.M Pei and Partners New York, NY.

1992-1993 Stan Allen Architect New York, NY.

1990-1992 Reiser+ Umemoto New York, NY.

1986-1987 Skidmore, Owings and Merrill New York, NY.

Licenses/Registration: N/A

Selected Publications and Recent Research:

2020 Empty Figures, Pidgin 28, Princeton University School of Architecture, 2020, Pp. 250-257.

2017 XXL-XS: New Directions in Ecological Design, edited by Mike Silver and Mitchel Joachim, ACTAR Books,
Barcelona, Spain, 2016.

2017 Rise of the Servant Zombies, from Towards a Robotic Architecture, edited by Mahesh Daas and Andrew

Wit, Gordon Goff, California, 2018, Pp. 250-257.

Professional Memberships: N/A



Name: Noémie Despland-Lichtert

Courses Taught : ARC 101, ARC 471, ARC499/305, ARC410, ARC 495

Educational Credentials:

e University of Southern California, MA in Curatorial Practices and the Public Sphere , 2017
e McGill University, M. Arch. Cultural Mediations and Technologies (Post-Professional), 2013
e Concordia University, BFA in Art History, with a Minor in Archeology ,2011

Teaching Experience:

e The University of Arizona, 2023-Current

e The School of Architecture, 2021-2022

e Texas Tech University, 2019-2022

e Otis College of Art and Design, 2018-2019

e Woodbury University School of Architecture, 2018-2019

Professional Experience:

e Getty Research Institute and Sussman/Prejza, Archivist, 2018

e (Canadian Centre for Architecture, Educator, Event and Workshop Designer, 2013-2015
e Maison de I'Architecture du Québec (Quebec House of Architecture), Coordinator, 2012
e Board of Montreal Museum Directors, Curator of Online Exhibitions, 2011

Licenses/Registration:

e ACSA & SAH

Selected Publications and Recent Research:

e PR Despland-Lichtert, Noémie and Brendan Shea, “Cultural Excavation and Participatory
Fieldwork” Fieldwork in Landscape Architecture Methods Actions Tools , edited by in Oles,
Thomas, and Paul Horrigan. Routledge: Awaiting publishing.

e PR Places & Plants: Exploring Weeds And Other Self-Seeded Plants As Architectural Forensics
2024 ACSA112 Annual Meeting, University of British Columbia.

e PR Disaster, Disruption, Desertification: Rethinking the Architecture of Activism, Relearning from
a Medieval Ecological Disaster2024 ACSA112 Annual Meeting, University of British Columbia.

e PR Despland-Lichtert, Noémie and Brendan Shea, “You've Got Mail: Historical Precedents and
Contemporary Relevance of Epistolary Architecture” Remote Practices: Architecture at a
Distance, edited by Mindrup and Chee. Lund Humphries: 2022.

e PR Utterances and Similes: An Exploration of Participation and Linguistics in Architecture
ARCC (Architectural Research Centers Consortium), Conference: Performative Environments,
CAPLA, University of Arizona, Tucson. 2021.

e Despland-Lichtert, Noémie and Brendan Shea. 2021. “From ‘House of Dust’ to ‘Aggregate
Habitat”, MAAT Extended, Museum of Art, Architecture, and Technology. Lisbon. 2021.

e Women in Architecture, CoA Dialogues, Texas Tech College of Architecture, 2021. Roundtable
Discussion.

e PR Epistolary Architecture: Historical Precedents and Contemporary Relevance
Remote Practices, Department of Architecture, School of Design and Environment, National
University of Singapore & School of Architecture Design and Planning, The University of Sydney.
2020. Conference Paper.



Name: Oscar Lopez

Courses Taught:

Spring 2025: ARC102, ARC121, ARC202
Fall 2024: ARC101, ARC131, ARC101
Spring 2024: ARC102, ARC435, ARC202
Fall 2024: ARC101, ARC201

Educational Credentials:

2013 Arizona State University M.Arch

2013 Arizona State University Minor Religious Study & Conflict

2010 Arizona State University B.Arch

2010 Arizona State University Minor Business Management & Marketing

Teaching Experience:

2024 — Present University of Arizona, School of Architecture, Foundations Coordinator
2020 — Present University of Arizona, School of Architecture, Senior Lecturer
2016 — 2020 University of Arizona, School of Architecture, Adjunct Lecturer

Professional Experience:

2016 — Present University of Arizona, School of Architecture, Senior Lecturer, Tucson, AZ
2020 — Present desertWORKS Studio, Founding Principal, Tucson, AZ

2016 — 2020 spaceBUREAU Design + Build, Founding Principal, Tucson, AZ

2014 - 2016 Rick Joy Architects, Tucson, AZ

2012 - 2014 StarkJames Design + Build, Architect in Training, Phoenix, AZ

2012 — 2013 Juhani Pallasmaa, Internship, Scottsdale, AZ

2011 -2012 Miralles / Tagliabue EMBT, Internship, Barcelona, Spain

2010 — 2012 Archdaily.com, Content Editor, Phoenix, AZ & Santiago, Chile

2008 - 2010 AECOM | DMJM Design, Internship, Phoenix, Z

Licenses/Registration:
N/A

Selected Publications and Recent Research:
Local Nomad Shop /s p a ¢ e BUREAU. August 08, 2020.https://www.archdaily.com/944595/local-
nomad-shop-s-p-a-c-e-bureau?ad_medium=office_landing&ad_name=article

The Architecture and Transformation of elBulli : From World’s Best Restaurant to Culinary Research
Institute. November 23, 2011. https://www.archdaily.com/174340/the-architecture-and-transformation-of-
elbulli-from-worlds-best-restaurant-to-culinary-research-foundation

Manifestations : The Immediate Future of 3D Printing Buildings and Materials Science. November 12,
2011. https://www.archdaily.com/179148/manifestations-the-immediate-future-of-3d-printing-buildings-
and-materials-science

Bernard Leitner : Sound Spaces. September 23, 2011. https://www.archdaily.com/168979/bernhard-
leitner-sound-spaces

Professional Memberships:
2012 — Present AlA Arizona Associate
2020 — Present NOMA Arizona



NAAB Resume

Name: Omar Youssef, PhD
Senior Lecturer, School of Architecture (SoA), Sustainable Built Environments (SBE)
College of Architecture, Planning & Landscape Architecture (CAPLA), University of Arizona

Courses Taught (Four semesters prior to current visit):
1. ARC 222/ ARCE 223: Environmental Systems (3 CU)
ARC 461K/561K: Energy and the Environment (3 CU)
ARC 461L/561L: Energy Use in Buildings (3 CU)
ARC 461M/561M: Energy Efficient Measures (3 CU)
ARC 461N/561N: Energy Modeling and Auditing (3 CU)
ARC 461P/561P: Environmental Science Laboratory (3 CU)
ARC 521B: Integrated Technologies Il (3 CU)
ARC 900: Master’s Report (3 CU)
ARC 910: Master’s Thesis (6 CU)

©oNoTORr®WN

Educational Credentials:

PhD in Interdisciplinary Sciences, Arid Lands Resources Sciences + Global Change

School of Natural Resources and the Environment, University of Arizona

Masters of Science in Architecture (MS.Arch) Emphasis: Design and Energy Conservation School

of Architecture (SoA), University of Arizona

Bachelor of Science in Architecture (BS.Arch), School of Architecture, University of Greenwhich, England
Bachelor of Science in Architectural Engineering (BS.Arch), School of Engineering, Modern Sciences and
Arts University (MSA), Egypt

Teaching Experience:
Senior Lecturer, SoA, CAPLA, University of Arizona (2022-current)
Lecturer, SoA, CAPLA, University of Arizona (2018-2022)

Professional Experience:
Project Executive, mrt design llc, Phoenix AZ (2018-curent)
Architect, rmc consulting (formerly ellerbe becket) (2008-2012)

Licenses/Registration: Registered Architect Cairo, Egypt License #510448/20 (2010-present)

Selected Publications and Recent Research:

Youssef, O., Elzomor, M., Hornby, R., Boulgamh, N., (2020) Virtual Reality (VR) an Effective
Communication Tool in Daylighting Simulation in Architecture Education.

Ghaemi, S., Alagtum, T., Youssf, O., Elzomor, M., (2020) Communicating the Values of Energy
Simulation towards Net-Zero Plus Status. 2020 ASEE Annual Conference and Exposition

Youssef, O., Chalfoun, N., Rosheidat, A., Elzomor, M., (2020) Design Applications and Optimization of
Environmental Energy Efficiency Systems for the Off the Grid, Net-Zero Penniman Residence in Phoenix,
Arizona, U.S.A.

Professional Memberships:

USGBC: Advance Arizona Ambassador (2016 — 2018) USGBC National Member (2014 - present)
NCARB #683504

Associate AIA (38359295)

Institute on Place, Wellbeing, and Human Performance (2014-2020)



SIRIPORN J TRUMBLE

Courses
ARC101A/B, ARC131(Discussion Segment), ARC102, ARC121(Discussion Segment), ARC201,
ARC202(Coordinator), ARC301, ARC302(Coordinator)

Education

UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA,; College of Architecture and Landscape Architecture
Bachelor of Architecture; Magna Cum Laude

Thesis: Heuristic Laboratory. Investigating Nature of Being and Place

Thesis Chair: Alvaro Malo

2003

OCCIDENTAL COLLEGE; School of Humanities

Bachelor of Arts in Comparative Religions

Thesis: Buddhist Teachings. Shaping Perceptions of Death
Thesis Chair: Dr. Dale Wright

1998

Teaching Experience

UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA,; College of Architecture, Planning, Landscape Architecture
Lecturer, School of Architecture; 2014-present

Adjunct Faculty, School of Architecture; 2010-2014

RANGSIT UNIVERSITY; School of Fine Arts and Design; Thailand
Visiting Faculty; Summer Session, 2016

Professional Experience

CRAIG NEALY ARCHITECTS LLP; Partner; Architecture and Interior Design; 2024-present
ST/ARC; Firm Owner; Architecture; 2010-2024

CLL. CONCEPT LIGHTING LAB; Project Architect; Lighting and Interior Design; 2018-2020
FOLAN TRUMBLE ARCHITECTS; Associate Architect; 2007-2010

SEAVER FRANKS ARCHITECTS; Intern Architect; 2005-2007

LIZARD ROCK DESIGNS; Intern Architect; 2003-2005

Licenses/Registration
REGISTERED ARCHITECT (Arizona); 2006-present

Publications

WALLPAPER PUBLICATION

Las Vegas Residence; Lighting Design and Interior Design
Concept Lighting Lab; 2024

ARCHDAILY PUBLICATION
Hummingbird Pavilion; Architectural Design
ST/ARC in collaboration with DUST, Annie Kurtin, Audubon Society; 2019

Professional Membership
HISTORIC COMMISSION; Board Member, Advising Architect; 2018-present



NAAB Template for Faculty Resumes (limit 1 page/individual)
Name:
Sheehan Wachter
Courses Taught (Four semesters prior to current visit):

Spring 24
ARC 301 Design Studio IlI
ARC 102 Foundation Studio Il

Fall 23

ARC 400a Architecture Engineering Capstone Studio
ARC 481a/581a Techne IV

ARC 540b Design Communications Il

Summer 23
ARC 510a Immersion Studio Co-Taught with Dan Sylvester
ARC 540a Design Gommunications |

Spring 23
ARC 498 Capstone Studio | Tectonic Inquiry Co-taught with Jesus Robles

Fall 22

ARC 497 Capstone Project Inquiry | Tectonic Inquiry Co-taught with Jesus Robles
ARC 540b Design Communications ||

ARC 497b/597b Techne IV

ARC 341 Techne IlI

Educational Credentials:

2013 Bachelor of Architecture | University of Arizona, College of Architecture, Planning, and Landscape
Architecture | Tucson, Az, USA

Teaching Experience:
University of Arizona CAPLA | Tucson, AZ
FLW School of Architecture at Taliesin | Scottsdale, Az
Professional Experience:
2016-Present  Simaxiom | New York, NY & Tucson, Az
Design Director | Parametric Modeling, Digital + Physical Modeling, Fabrication, Rendering,

Graphics, Simulation

2014-Present  New Media Public Arts Collective | Tucson, AZ
Partner | Public Art, Design and Construction

2013-2016 Aranda/Lasch Architects | Tucson, AZ,
Designer | Architecture & Design, Fabrication



NAAB Template for Faculty Resumes (limit 1 page/individual)
Name: Teresa Rosano
Courses Taught (Four semesters prior to current visit):

ARC202 Design Studio II: Energy and Form (Spring 2024)

ARC102 Foundation Studio (Spring 2024, Spring 2023)
ARC410F/510F Policy Design Border Studio (Fall 2023, Fall 2022)
ARC326 Practice I: Pre-Design (Fall 2023, Fall 2022)

ARC301 Design Studio llI: Integrations of Place (Fall 2023, Fall 2022)
ARC410F Mindfulness + Justice Studio (Spring 2023)

Educational Credentials:

2020 Graduate Certificate in College Teaching - University of Arizona
1994 Bachelor of Architecture Cum Laude - University of Arizona

Teaching Experience:

2018-present:  School of Architecture, CAPLA, University of Arizona: Assistant Professor of Practice
2011-2018: School of Architecture, CAPLA, University of Arizona: Adjunct Lecturer

Professional Experience:

1999-present: Ibarra Rosano Design Architects: Principal Architect and Co-founder
1994-1998 Bob Vint and Associates: Project Architect

Licenses/Registration:

Registered Architect - AZ#32910
LEED Accredited Professional

Selected Publications and Recent Research/Awards: (last 5 years)

e 2024 Gerald J. Swanson Prize for Teaching Excellence

e 2024 CAPLA Seed Grant for Community Design and Action Capstone Pedagogical Partnership

e 2023 AlA Arizona Educator of the Year Award

e 2023 University of Arizona’s Margaret M. Briehl and Dennis T. Ray Five Star Faculty Award

e Franke Honors Podcast: It's an Honor “Exploring Connection with Award-winning Professor and
Architect Teresa Rosano”, aired august 2

e 2022 University of Arizona School of Architecture’s Commendation for Teaching Award

e 2022 AIA Southern Arizona Distinguished Architecture Merit Award: Casa Schneider

e ArchDaily, July 12, 2021: Casa Schneider

e 2020-2021 Inaugural Recipient of the Anne Graham Rockfellow Memorial Award

e 2020 Architecture Design Icon award from Sources for Design

e 2019 Darryl Dobras Award

e The Guardian, “Framing the horizon: dwellings that blend with the desert”, May 2, 2019: Levin
Residence

Professional Memberships:

American Institute of Architects (2017 President of Southern Arizona Chapter)
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