Visual Identity Task Force
Peer Assessment Observations/Thoughts

2/5/09

Institutions Assessed (total 20)
· Aspirant: Centre, DePauw, Earlham, Gettysburg, Kalamazoo, Lawrence, Mount Holyoke, Oberlin, and Scripps.

· Peer: Albion, Juniata, Lake Forest, Ohio Wesleyan, Sewanee, and Ursinus.

· Women’s: St. Catherine (Mount Holyoke and Scripps noted above)

· Of Interest: Carlton (MN), Stanford, U of Notre Dame, U of Michigan, and UCLA.
Proctored focus group-style. Some questions with ratings (provide one for each of your institutions).  Three point scale for simplicity. These ratings will be converted to talk points.

Published Standards
· Availability of complete information – public access online

· Good (could complete inventory worksheet) - 16
· Okay (50% of information for inventory available) - 2
· Poor (either not available publicly online or very topline) - 5
· Additional information in secured access area (stated or evident links)
· Yes - 4
· No -  11
· Don’t know/not apparent -  6

· Rate their “published” guide and it’s information and guidelines vs. current Saint Mary’s

· Superior - 8
· Equal (similar) - 6
· Inferior - 6
· If superior, why?

· License and trademark information available (larger institutions).
· Visual examples of what you could and couldn’t do.
· Examples of business cards/stationary or separate section showing these types of usages.

· Detailed, specific information of usage across the campus.

· Color templates (vinyl and acrylic), campus signs, Web.

· Glossary of terms to explain standards to non-experts.

· Clear statement of when and how to use and if permissions needed.

· Student usage information (although it was noted, many schools will have this in a separate handbook).

· Examples of outdated or unacceptable logos and instructions on how to retire.

· Downloads.

· Additional comments regarding the standards reviewed – surprises, interests, learning, etc.

· Surprised (Kalamazoo) has no standards/in process.

· (Ohio Wesleyan, Scripps, and UCLA) very detailed, with a marketing perspective (consistency and why) – looks like went through some branding initiative.

· (Carlton, Mt. Holyoke) very controlled seal even across peer set; in fact, Carlton has “for official use only” across image.

· So much available to public on line (vs. protected).

· So hard to find info beyond the obvious; perhaps it’s on their intranet sites.
· Guidelines tend to focus on official documents vs. merchandise – “assuring official use consistent”.
· No reference to seal (Lake Forest); this may indicate seal is off limits?

College Seals

· Availability of information/guidelines
· Yes - 16
· No - 6
· Restriction rating (your POV – spelled out, no questions)
· High - 10
· Low - 2
· Confusing - 4

· Who controls?

· Varies: President’s Office, high level administration, and/or Marketing, Regents, any part of the college community as long as stated use, non-athletic, Publications Office (art), right to reject (merchandise), Office of Communications, Office of Public Affairs, Chancellor’s Office. 

· Any amended seals or seals for other key administrators?

· Yes - 7
· If yes, who? 
· Refined graphic (Gettysburg)

· Color options.

· Use across schools (Stanford = 12 options).
· Commercial use, if approved. 

College Identity (logos, word marks – the primary visual for the institution)

· Availability of information/guidelines

· Yes - 19
· No - 3

· Restriction rating

· High (no use without permission) - 5
· Medium (usage terms provided, adherence assumed) - 13
· Low (no guidelines re: use)  - 3
· Who controls?

· Similar to seal, depending on institution and size.

· Student usage – it was noted that this information is more likely to be published in a student handbook vs. the graphic standards guide to assure student access and use.
· Allowed 
· Prohibited 
· With Permission – 2 (Carlton and U of M)
· Don’t Know
· Number of acceptable identities?

· Majority of schools very tight  in number of official logos – 2 about average.
· Exception is big institutions – Stanford, UCLA, U of M.
· Presence of other trademarks, word marks, or signatures/slogans

· Initials

· Interlocking letters

· Different fonts

· Different graphics (big schools)

· Signature statements 

· Hard to tell if trademarked or licensed

· Unique athletic logo(s)?

· Yes - 13
· Mascot

· Yes - 8
· Established sub logos (departments, divisions – e.g., U of M Health System)

· Yes - 5
· Number varies – Stanford/UCLA too many to count; some alumnae or recurring event logos.
Guidelines

· Rate the guidelines provided re: design use (color, font, placement, size)

· Complete (at least 5 of our audit points covered) - 14
· Limited - 6
· Anything stated about enforcement? No
· If yes, what? 

· Right to reject.
· Conversely, some talk about getting permission.

· Restrictions seem to apply to trademark and licensing situations – confiscations, cancel contracts.

Other Thoughts

· The larger the school, the more likely they have TM and licensing rules.
· This is the best way to enforce.

· Information is more readily available and understandable as they want compliance.

· Little translation of use between official documents and merchandise.
· Seems to be interest across institutions (regardless of size) to be consistent with their visual identities.
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