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Background 

As a land-grant institution the University of Minnesota has taken seriously its civic 

responsibilities and role.  An active participant in the reconsideration of the role of higher 

education sponsored by the Kellogg Foundation in the 1990s, the University of Minnesota 

continues its development as a publically engaged institution (Regents UMN, 2005).  This 

commitment has been expressed most notably through the work of its faculty, staff, students and 

community partners. Building on the commitment, the University established a Council on 

Public Engagement in 2002 with a goal to: 

 

incorporate public engagement as a permanent and pervasive priority in teaching, 

learning, and research activities throughout the university and to enlist support for public 

engagement among all segments of the university and in the larger community. (Regents 

UMN, 2005) 

 

Since the creation of the Council on Public Engagement, several strategies have been undertaken 

by the University to build and strengthen its capacity for public engagement, including: 

1. Reorganized departments and colleges to facilitate interdisciplinary work; 

2. Provided financial incentives, seed grants, and other resources to create and implement 

new engagement initiatives and expand existing engagement initiatives; 

3. Reframed promotion and tenure guidelines to articulate more expectations for 

interdisciplinary and engaged scholarship; 

4. Established a system-wide Office for the Public Engagement and the position of 

Associate Vice President for Public Engagement to advance the engagement agenda 

across the five University of Minnesota campuses; 

5. Established a Community Leadership Minor and a Community Engaged Scholars 

Program to provide interested students with articulated opportunities to tie public 

engagement work to their academic majors and goals; and, 

6. Initiated the design of a university-wide database of engagement initiatives and activities 

as a means to account for the range and scope of engagement activities as well as to 

assess the impact of engagement initiatives on students, faculty, the institution, and the 

community (Office for Public Engagement, 2008). 

 

In June 2008, the University of Minnesotaôs Office for Public Engagement released its Ten-Point 

Plan for Advancing and Institutionalizing Public Engagement (Office for Public Engagement, 

2008).  The goal of the plan is to promote institutionalization of public engagement throughout 

the University system.  For this vision to be achieved, the plan argues, the University as a system 

needs to take action across a wide array of areas, functions and constituencies. In particular, the 

plan calls for the Universityôs focus to be on: 

1. Establishing a more systematic approach to the accounting and assessment of the 

hundreds of engagement activities, programs, and initiatives across the university;  
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2. Cultivating stronger, sustainable community connections in ways that address the most 

pressing immediate and longer-term needs of society; 

3. Supporting University personnel, programs, and centers involved in engagement work in 

the development of their expertise and prominence as national and international leaders in 

the engagement field; 

4. Providing and supporting opportunities for individuals, departments, centers, units, etc. 

from across the university to convene and share their work and expertise, to cultivate new 

collaborations (e.g. new interdisciplinary initiatives, etc.), and to build alliances that 

enhance each participantôs capacity to advance his/her work; 

5. Garnering extramural funds that support new engagement initiatives and programs; 

6. Raising the University of Minnesotaôs status as one of the leading engaged research 

universities in the world; 

7. Expanding the Universityôs leadership role in national and international engagement 

networks; 

8. Supporting, implementing, and evaluating innovative public engagement initiatives that 

advance the universityôs key institutional priorities; 

9. Supporting the cultivation of emerging engaged scholars who will serve as the civically 

engaged leaders, citizens, employees, and researchers; and, 

10. Developing, supporting, and implementing strategic initiatives that raise the status and 

legitimacy of engaged scholarship in ways that promote the advancement of the 

University of Minnesota as a top research university (Office for Public Engagement, 

2008). 

 

As indicated in this plan, the ability to collect and retrieve information about the numerous 

research, teaching and outreach activities that represent engagement is seen as a critical step 

toward institutionalization.  The Twin Citiesô campus participation in the pilot development of 

the Carnegie Foundationôs Community Engagement Classification process echoed the 

importance of developing a tracking system to provide for systematic collection of data for 

engaged efforts (L. Hirt, personal communication, July 30, 2009) Additionally, the need for such 

reporting systems has been recognized not only for engaged activities, but also for all activities.  

For example, in February 2008 the University Senate issued a report through its Senate Joint 

Subcommittee on Databases that recommended: 

 

A comprehensive faculty and P&A expertise and activity reporting system be 

implemented to better leverage the Universityôs most important asset: the expertise of its 

world-class faculty and staff (Faculty Senate, 2008) 

 

The ten-point plan issued by the Office for Public Engagement details how such a system may 

apply to the wide ranging activities that represent engagement between the University with its 

constituencies.  Specifically, the plan calls for the establishment of ña set of systems for 

accounting and assessing the broad range of engagement activities, programs, and initiatives 

across the university.ò (Office for Public Engagement, 2008, pg 3).  Further, the plan outlines a 

set of more specific goals and strategies for this set of systems. 

1. Identify and review current approaches that units, departments, and programs are using to 

assess the scale and scope of their engagement initiatives; 

2. Identify areas where engagement data can be aggregated across programs and units; 
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3. Work with the Office for Institutional Research and other appropriate units to identify 

places in which engagement survey items can be inserted into existing questionnaires and 

data collection processes; 

4. Mine existing data from engagement surveys and research and document areas of impacts 

that are being measured as well as gaps in knowledge; 

5. Establish an agenda for measuring specific longitudinal impacts and trend outcomes of 

engagement as they pertain to students, faculty, the community, departments, and the 

University; 

6. Work with national organizations and networks to identify, revise, and test benchmarking 

tools for engagement institutionalization;  

7. Refine instruments that measure engagement outcomes and replicate studies on 

engagement to advance understanding of outcomes and impacts;  

8. Disseminate findings about engagement participation and outcomes (Office for Public 

Engagement, 2008, pg 3). 

 

In November 2008, Associate Vice-President for Public Engagement charged and convened the 

Accounting and Assessment Task Force in order to begin active consideration of these issues.  

The charge of the task force is to ñexplore the development and implementation of protocols, 

procedures, and databases that can systematically account for the number of public engagement 

activities, levels of participation, and overall impacts on of activities on students, faculty, staff, 

the community, and the institution.ò (Furco, 2008) 

 

This task force was the first among five proposed task forces to be charged and includes the 

following members: 

 

Laurel Hirt (co-chair) 

Director of Service-Learning and 

Community Involvement 

Career and Community Learning Center 

University of Minnesota, Twin Cities 

 

Dr. Dick Senese (co-chair) 

Associate Dean, Community Vitality and 

Public Engagement 

Extension 

University of Minnesota 

 

LeeAnn Melin 

Student Affairs 

University of Minnesota, Twin Cities 

 

 

 

Laura Johnson 

Assistant Program Director 

University Relations 

Jenny Liejewski 

Information Technology Manager 

University Relations 

 

 

Amanda Smoot 

Assistant to Department Chair 

Landscape Architecture 

University of Minnesota, Twin Cities 

 

 

Chris Frazier 

Office of Institutional Research 

University of Minnesota 

 

Monica Siems 

Coordinator 

Career and Community Learning Center 

University of Minnesota, Twin Cities 
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Jackie Millslagle 

Associate Vice Chancellor 

Academic Administration 

University of Minnesota, Duluth 

 

Argie Manolis 

Instructor, Division of Humanities 

University of Minnesota, Morris 

 

Lisa Loegering 

Program Associate 

Student Activities 

University of Minnesota, Crookston 

 

Dr. Sara Axtel  

Assistant Professor 

Family Social Science 

 

Report of Activities and Plan of Work 

Since the threshold question of whether to develop a system for accounting and assessing the 

engaged activities of the University was answered, the co-chairs developed a plan of work that 

focused on gathering information necessary for making specific recommendations.   

 

The initial grant proposal suggested this task force consider the following action steps in guiding 

its work: (1) to  identify and review current approaches that units, departments, and program are 

using to assess the scale, scope, and outcomes of their engagement initiatives; (2) to work with 

the Office for Institutional Research to identify places where engagement survey items can be 

inserted into existing university-wide questionnaires and data collection processes; (3) to 

establish an agenda for measuring longitudinal impacts on students, faculty, the community, and 

the University; (4) to refine existing instruments than measure engagement outcomes and 

replicate studies that show promising engagement outcomes; and (5) to disseminate findings 

about engagement participation and outcomes. 

 

The scope of work was divided into four phases: preparation; framing and assessment; 

evaluation of existing systems; and, recommendations for implementing the five action steps on 

a system-wide basis. 

 

In the preparation phase, the co-chairs focused on finalizing task force membership and 

collecting prior documents related to such systems.  These documents include: 

1. Guide to Community/University Partnerships, COPE Subcommittee Report (2003) ï see 

Appendix E 

2. Types of Engagement (2006) ï see Appendix B 

3. Survey of Engagement Activities v. 2.0 (2007) (P. Taylor, personal communication, 

September 27, 2007) 

4. Final Report, Senate Joint Subcommittee on Databases (Faculty Senate, 2008) ï see 

Appendix D 

The co-chairs believed that recreating items already vetted in these documents would not serve 

the goals of the task force. 

 

In December 2008, the task force held its initial meeting and entered the Framing and 

Assessment phase.  At that time, task force members identified twenty-three key informants at 

the University to interview including which task force members would conduct the interviews.  
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The interviews were to focus on the following questions, though it was understood other 

questions and probes may also be explored: 

1. What is the vision and mission of the unit/department? 

2. What would be helpful information to have at the system level? 

3. How would you use that information? 

4. What information does the unit/department/program track? 

5. What is the current tracking system (the actual technology or software)? 

6. What is the workflow like for gathering the data? 

7. What reports can be generated from the system using the data? 

8. How has the data been used in decision-making? What impacts can be documented by the data? 

9. What are the downsides to the system that is being used and why? 

10. How is the system supported financially? 

 

The task force next met in February 2009 to review the interviews that had been completed.  The 

interviews showed a wide range of type of information collected as well as system used to collect 

it.  Systems ranged from Excel and Word documents to Web-based systems that allowed for 

multiple users.   

 

At this point, the task force recognized that to develop recommendations for a comprehensive 

system-wide accounting and assessment system was too much to accomplish in just one year.  

The committee made a decision to focus on faculty accounting and assessment metrics and 

measurements, because key institutional support was already considering this topic of 

exploration.  Also, faculty are a key constituency group towards the overall institutionalization 

goals at the University of Minnesota. 

 

Results 

While the systems collect a wide variety of data, few offer any classification of the type or other 

characteristics of the engaged activity.  A previous committee had identified 11 types of 

engagement, based on reviews of classification schemes in several sources including: Michigan 

State Universityôs Outreach and Engagement Measurement Instrument, Portland State 

Universityôs Partnership Map and Metropolitan State Universityôs ñCircle of Engaged Learning.ò 

This typology was partially used in the 2007 survey on engagement at the University of 

Minnesota (P. Taylor, personal communication, September 27, 2007).  Additionally, most 

systems did not have clear criteria for designating an activity as ñengaged.ò  Such a 

recommendation was made by Barbara Holland at the 2008 Engagement Academy for University 

Leaders when this topic was discussed (D. Senese, personal communication, April, 2009).  

Extension did adopted this approach in its network mapping project, offering four statements to 

describes the level of mutuality in the activity conducted with the identified community partner 

(D. Senese, personal communication, June 25, 2009). 

 

The task forceôs next steps were to finish the interviews and aggregate the content across 

interviews.  Following the accomplishment of these goals the committee members were going to 

do a much more thorough review of systems for tracking engagement at other universities.  

Before beginning this task, however, the task force learned that the College of Education and 

Human Development and the Office of the Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs were 

considering a particular Web-based reporting system called Digital Measures.  The task force 
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identified Dr. Karen Zenter Bacig as the point of contact for this effort and arranged for her to 

attend a task force meeting on April 17.  At this meeting, information about the system was 

shared, screen shots shown and information from the Digital Measures website and promotional 

materials were shared. 

 

Dr. Bacig invited a small number from the task force to attend one of two demonstrations of 

Digital Measures, led by the company, which were held in late April and late May.  Both co-

chairs were able to attend a demonstration, along with a couple other task force members.  

Additionally, she and the company representative provided the names of other schools that have 

adopted the system.  

 

Challenges 

The task forceôs next actions are somewhat dependent on whether or not the decision to 

implement Digital Measures is made.  Digital Measures is a highly flexible system and in 

conversation with Dr. Bacig, it appears an engagement section could be incorporated into the 

system.  Recommendations from the Associate Vice President for Public Engagement to guide 

the content requested of faculty would be very welcome by Vice Provost Dr. Arlene Carney and 

Dr. Bacig.  

 

It is unclear what the timeline for a final decision would be regarding Digital Measures.  Initially, 

it seemed as if only the Twin Cities campus might be involved; however, in conversations with 

Dr. Bacig, it was learned that she will be visiting the coordinate campuses to discuss the system 

with them. 

 

Recommendations 

The decision by the Office of the Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs on whether to 

implement an activity reporting system and the specific system licensed will have a large impact 

on the final implementation recommendations of the task force.  Meanwhile, the task force co-

chairs recommend the following be pursued September through November 2009, with a final 

report to Associate Vice President of Public Engagement in December 2009. 

 

1. Remain connected with Office of the Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs to 

maintain involvement and aware of their decision-making process.  Beyond selection of a 

system, key issues of implementation to discuss include the  

a) Adaptability of the faculty system to also account for staff and students; 

b) Ability to customize and the level where customization will occur; and 

c) Avenue for input in the project the Office of Public Engagement will have (e.g., Will 

OPE need a project manager from the project assigned to this aspect of activity 

reporting?). 

 

2. Additionally, the Office of University Relations has been charged with developing a system 

requiring similar data about the Universityôs footprint around the state, nation and the world. 

The Task Force members are also monitoring this developing effort and attempting to 

leverage our collective needs and information.  The task force recommends the Associate 

Vice President for Public Engagement, or his representative, be included in the continued 

development of this project. 
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3. Identify and interview key engagement contacts at other land-grant institutions using Digital 

Measures by task force members.  Task Force members should conduct interviews to 

determine if and how other institutions  use the system to track engaged activities of their 

faculty, students and staff, classification of engaged activities used, how an activity is 

determined to be ñengagedò, what data is missed by the system and catalogued elsewhere, 

satisfaction with the system and key points learned. 

 

4. Complete the analysis of interviews conducted to develop an initial framework and list of 

engagement variables that are considered important by stakeholders.  This information will 

help determine what data components are necessary to start gathering for University of 

Minnesota purposes. 

 

5. Develop a system-wide matrix that documents what data is housed where and have the 

Associate Vice President begin to make appropriate connections so as to be able to access the 

data regularly for assessment and accounting reports and benchmarking. 

 

6. Make a policy recommendation on a typology of engagement and criteria for coding an 

activity as engaged.  This recommendation will require approval by university stakeholders 

and appropriate governance structures, but it is necessary to move towards institutional 

culture change. 

 

7. Meet with Associate Vice President for Public Engagement to identify which colleges might 

be consider serving as a pilot for collecting data on engagement activities of its faculty, 

Perhaps, this could occur through the yet-to-be-convened Council of Engagement Associate 

Deans. 

 

 

Student and Community Participation 

The AATF decided that since it was collecting internal institutional information that students and 

community members would not be involved at that time; however, the group does acknowledge 

that both constituents will need to be collaborators on developing the final accounting and 

assessment technology that the University of Minnesota will use. 

 

Multi -Campus Initiatives 

The University of Minnesota consists of five distinct campuses, and so initially may appear this 

partnership is different than collaboration between two different universities or colleges, it 

actually requires the same skill set and partnership mindset.  The willingness and task force 

agreement that a system-wide perspective needs to happen that then each coordinate campus can 

adapt to their own specific needs is what surprised me the most.  Normally, system-wide 

initiatives are met with more skepticism and a ñwhat can this do for meò attitude.  I believe the 
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presence of a Senior Vice President for System Academic Administration has been helpful in 

setting the foundation for a more collaborative attitude.   

The greatest challenge in working on this project has been the logistical aspect.  How do the 

Twin Cities colleagues be mindful of the transportation and work burdens placed on their 

coordinate campus colleagues?  This challenge is not unusual to the overall system-wide work 

that needs to be done, but this task force was aided by having grant money to support 

teleconferencing and travel costs, so that simple long telephone conference calls did not have to 

be endured.  The greatest benefit to working with colleagues from all campuses has been 

understanding the complexity of what a new benchmarking system will need to be able to do, 

and the system-wide support for a tangible result.  Now, the Office for Public Engagement will 

not be isolated in its request for implementing a new system.  Finally, the Associate Vice 

President for Public Engagement is open to continuing the work of the committee and to 

supporting the system-wide structure with modest resources.   
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Appendix A ï Charge to Task Force 

 

OFFICE FOR PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT  

ACCOUNTING AND ASSESSMENT TASK FORCE 

CHARGE: To explore the development and implementation of protocols and procedures that can 

systematically account for the number of public engagement project activities, levels of 

participation, and overall impacts of activities on students, faculty, staff, the community, and the 

institution. 

 

RATIONALE: Each year, the University receives many requests for information about the 

number of students and faculty involved in the community, the number of public engagement 

projects taking place in certain communities or on particular issues, and data on the impact that 

our public engagement initiatives are having on students, the faculty, and the community. While 

there are several efforts underway in several units to account for public engagement involvement 

and impact, these efforts are not coordinated with each other and are not applied on a University-

wide basis. A systematic approach to accounting and assessment of public engagement can help 

ensure that we strategically apply our limited resources in ways that can maximize engagement 

opportunities for all participants. 

 

CO-CHAIRS: 

Dick Senese, Associate Dean for Community Vitality, Extension 

 

Laurel Hirt , Service-Learning Director, Career and Community 

Learning Center 

 

RECOMMENDED TASKS AND QUESTIONS TO EXPLORE: 

1) Review existing public engagement databases and accounting systems. Determine the 

strengths and weaknesses of each. Might one or more of these systems be expanded and be 

applied to more units at the University? 

 

2) Explore databases and accounting systems being used at other Universities. Determine the 

strengths and weaknesses of those systems. Might one or more of those systems be adopted by 

the University of Minnesota? 

 

3) Review the Database Task Force Report and determine what kinds of interface, if any, with 

other University databases, might be appropriate. 

 

4) Determine the extent to which public engagement projects, activities, and programs are being 

evaluated for impact on students, faculty, community, units, departments, communities, and/or 

institutions, as appropriate. What mechanisms can be put in place to coordinate impact data 

across programs? Is there a set of universal questions that programs might adopt and include in 

their evaluations, which might provide data that can be aggregated across programs? 

 

5) Identify a set of priorities regarding measuring impacts. Do we want to focus on particular 

themes (e.g., impact we are having on poverty) or on particular constituents (e.g., impact on 
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studentsô learning)? Do we need a repository of valid and reliable instruments that public 

engagement leaders can access and use?  

 

6) Explore some ways to report the data we do collect in ways that would be helpful and useful 

to all involved. 

 

7) Explore ways to collect data horizontally (across programs) and vertically (across years). 

 

8) Detail components of the specific investment the University might need to make to secure 

viable University-wide accounting and assessment systems. What might the costs be to develop 

and implement the systems? Given limited resources, where should resources be applied that will 

produce maximum results? 

 

REFERENCES: 

 

Community TechKnowledge (CTK) www.communitytech.net (provides a suite of web-based 

software applications, reporting tools, and consultancy support to the human services sector; 

helps nonprofits to efficiently track program outcomes and the impact of human services and 

funding on communities.) 

 

Senate Joint Subcommittee on Databases. (2008, Feb). Final report: Senate joint subcommittee 

on databases. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota 
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Appendix B ï Types of Engagement 

 

Types of Engagement 

Curricular Engagement 

This category includes activities connected to academic courses (e.g. service-learning) or degree 

programs (e.g. capstone courses/projects). 

 

Professional Development Opportunities for U of M Students 

This category includes internships, apprenticeships, practica, field experiences, community work 

study, and similar activities. 

 

Engaged Research  

This category includes community-based research aimed at producing new knowledge within a 

discipline or field; research conducted for the purpose of informing professional practice and 

public policy; and/or research intended to be widely applied 

 

Technology Transfer 

This category includes partnerships between the U and external entities for the purpose of 

commercializing new technologies. 

 

Technical Assistance 

This category includes programs or activities in which U of M faculty, staff, or students act as 

professional consultants to organizations. 

 

Continuing Education and Training Programs 

This category includes activities through which the U provides continuing professional 

education, as well as professional development and educational enrichment opportunities to the 

general public 

 

Information Resources 

This category refers to activities through which the U provides free or low-cost information to 

the public (e.g. Extension publications, telephone information services). 

 

Clinical Service 

This category includes programs and activities through which the U provides health care services 

to humans and animals. 

 

Direct Service 

This category includes service to the community provided by U of M faculty, staff, and/or 

students, such as volunteering, board service, judging competitions, or giving presentations. 
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Cultural Opportunities  

This category includes museums, exhibits, lecture series, performances, athletic programs and 

other activities that are accessible to the general public. 

 

Institutional Civic Engagement 

This category includes investment, local purchasing and facilities development (like the shared 

football field development between UM Morris and the local school district). 

 

Compiled by Monica Siems, Spring 2006, updated 9.2006 
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Appendix C ï Definitions and Characteristics of Engagement used by Extension 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Dick Senese [mailto:dsenese@umn.edu]  

Sent: Thursday, June 25, 2009 12:54 PM 

To: 'Laurel Hirt'; 'Andrew Furco' 

Subject: Possible questions to pose within Digital Measures 

 

Laurel and Andy, 

 

In a recent network study we are doing in Extension, we included these three questions.  

Respondents were asked to name an organization with which they partnered and the to use these 

to describe the nature of the partnership they had with the organization.  For each question, 

people could pick one and only one of the choices. 

 

Question 1 - tries to get at the engagement description without using the word. 

 

1. Which of the following best represents your contribution to the organization? 

a) I provided substantive information to the organization. 

b) I provided my expert advice to the organization. 

c) I had an on-going role to influence the organization's outcomes/processes. 

d) I partnered with this organization around a joint effort with mutual benefit. 

e) I provided administrative, financial or physical labor support to this organization. 

 

 

Question 2 - This gets at how the work with the organization started 

 

2.  Who initiated the contact with this organization? 

a) I initiated the contact with the organization. 

b) The organization initiated the contact with me. 

c) The organization and I were connected by a third party external to the University. 

d) The organization and I were connected by a third party internal to the University. 

 

 

Question 3 - Tries to get at the impact on the organization from the staff member's perspective. 

 

3. How important do you think your contributions have been to helping this organization achieve 

its objectives? 

a) Very important 

b) Moderately important 

c) Slightly important 

d) Not at all important 
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Appendix D ï Final Report Senate Joint Subcommittee on Databases 
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Appendix E ï Guide to Community and University Partnerships (2003) 

 

 

 

 

Guide to Community/University Partnerships 

University of Minnesota  

Council on Public Engagement 

May 2003 

 

 

 

 

Throughout its history the University has embraced public values and pursued public purposes in serving 
society. Today, with the prospect of difficult financial times ahead, some may suggest that it is time to 

lessen our commitment to our public mission. I believe instead that we must strive to articulate a renewed 
commitment to our public mission, one that reflects the changing conditions of public higher education 

and the needs of our society. 

 

Advancing Knowledge:  A Partner for the Public Good  

President Robert H. Bruininksô Inaugural Address, February 28, 
2003 

 

 

 

The promise of the Engaged University as the direction for the future development of American higher 
education is historic. The University of Minnesota is helping to point the way toward this future. The land-
grant tradition is a source of inspiration for this effort. In reaffirming the University's civic responsibilities, 

public contributions, and connections to the community we are seeking to renew the land-grant mission in 
contemporary terms. And as an Engaged University we can reclaim the public support that has been 

gradually eroding. We should seize this opportunity. 

Civic Engagement Task Force Report 

Professor Ed Fogelman, Chair 

May 15, 2002 
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Guide to Community/University Partnerships 
 

University of Minnesota  

Council on Public Engagement 

Community Partnership and Extension Connections Committee1 

Diana Martenson, Barbara Muesing, co-chairs 

Jeanne Freiburg, staff 

May 2003 

 

CONTENTS 

 

I. Introductionéééééééééééééééééééééééééé. 4 
 

II. Executive Summaryéééééééééééééééééééééé.. 6 
 

III. Methodologyéééééééééééééééééééééééééé8 
 

IV. The Guide to Community/University Partnershipséééééééé.10 
   

V.  Transforming the Guide into Digital Formatéééééé.ééé...é.18 

 

VI.   CUP Information on Five Public Research University Web sitesé...19 

A. University of California - Berkeley   
B. University of Wisconsin - Madison 
C. University of Iowa   
D. Pennsylvania State University 
E. Michigan State University 

 

VII.  Appendices: 

A. Existing University of Minnesota partnership activitieséé..ééééé.25 

Twin Cities  

Crookston 

Duluth 

Morris (12 May-still working on it-will send to me) 

University of Minnesota Extension Service 

B. Community Connections Committee report of April 15, 2002ééééé35 

C. Members of the Council on Public Engagementéééééééééé..40 

D. Sample partnership documents (to be added by COPE members)..é...42 

Policies, Governance agreements, etc. 

 
  

                                                           
1
 Community Partnerships and Extension Connections Committee Co Chairs: Diana Martenson, University of Minnesota Extension 

Service and Barbara Muesing, College of Continuing Education. Committee Members: Dale Blyth, Center for 4-H Youth 
Development; Laurel Hirt, Career/Community Learning Center; Ron James, University of St. Thomas; Vikki Howard, American 
Indian Studies; Jenny Hawkins, Graduate School Fellow; Kris Nelson, Center for Urban and Regional Affairs; Mary Vogel, Regional 
Sustainable Development Partnerships  
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To: Council on Public Engagement 

 Ed Fogelman, Chair 

 Sue Engelmann, Staff 

 

We are pleased to forward this Guide to Community/University Partnerships in fulfillment of our 

agreement to design a typology to help build understanding of the broad range and varied types of 

community/University partnerships that exist. Funding support from the council of Public Engagement 

made this project possible.   

 

As noted in the document, we gratefully acknowledge the work of previous groups, especially the April 

2002 report completed by the Civic Engagement Task Force Community Connections Committee. That 

report served as a departure point for our committee discussion, which in turn identified the need for a 

typology. In the interest of accessibility, we abandoned the term ñtypology,ò which proved confusing. 

Instead, we call this report a Guide to Community/University Partnerships.  

 

This Guide is intended to represent the mutual interests of the University and the broader community it 

serves. To that end, considerable attention was given to the language we used with the hope that all 

readers would find a common meaning for the categories of partnerships we have described.   

 

Examples of the different categories are intended to be representative of the partnerships that exist 

across the institution. The examples are not all inclusive, and we invite COPE members and other 

colleagues to expand the list.   

 

We believe the typology or guide we have designed can be a useful Web-based tool, and we recommend 

this be considered as a next step toward facilitating community/university partnerships. This report offers 

several suggestions in that regard as well as references to Web sites at other institutions.   

 

Finally, we wish to recognize and applaud the superb assistance provided to us by Dr. Jeanne Freiburg. 

Her familiarity with the University, her exceptional research and organizational capability, and her good 

humor have helped us reach the goal described in our proposal to you last November.   

 

Thank you for the opportunity to help advance the University's Public Engagement agenda.   

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Community Partnerships and Extension Connections Committee 

Diana Martenson and Barbara Muesing, co-chairs 
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I. INTRODUCTION          

Why a Guide? 

As a public land grant university, the University of Minnesota participates actively in scores of 

community/university partnerships to advance educational, economic, civic and cultural endeavors 

throughout the state. Many community/university partnerships are thriving, some have no doubt outlived 

their usefulness, and others may have failed to achieve their intended outcome.  

 

Studies of community/university collaborations [Sandmann & Waldschmidt, 1996; Sandmann & Baker-

Clark, 1997] show that one reason partnerships fail relates to a lack of understanding of the different 

types of partnerships that exist, and the characteristics of successful ones. The lack of understanding on 

the part of university and/or community partners may foster unrealistic expectations regarding the 

collaborative relationship. Unrealistic expectations can, in turn, lead to disappointment and dissatisfaction 

with the collaborative effort. This guide is intended to strengthen the capacity of the university and 

communities to create and implement successful interactions by clarifying and describing the range of 

fruitful partnerships that already exist. 

 

Another hurdle to creating and sustaining productive community/university partnerships arises from the 

difficulties that community representatives encounter when seeking access to the wealth of resources 

within the University of Minnesota. As one of the largest public research universities in the world, the 

University of Minnesota encompasses myriad units, thousands of faculty members and tens of thousands 

of students working on four campuses, six research and outreach centers and other venues throughout 

the state. Thus, by providing a clearer roadmap for collaboration, the Guide will help make the university 

more approachable and comprehensible to citizens and communities across Minnesota.     

 

Goals  

The goals in creating this guide are to: 

i. provide a ñfront door,ò or single first point of contact for communities, university 
students, staff and faculty wishing to explore community/university partnerships;  

ii. present examples of existing community/university partnerships 

that may be used as models for future arrangements; 

iii. provide a source of current data about existing community/university partnerships; 
and to  

iv. help broker new community/university partnerships.  
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What are Community/University Partnerships? 

 

The 2001-02 University of Minnesota Civic Engagement Community Connections Committee framed a 
definition of Community/University Partnerships in a report filed April 15, 2002. In accord with that report, 
Community/University partnerships are defined here as a subset of the University's much broader set 
of community connections. Please note, however, that considerable overlap may exist among the 
various types of community/university partnerships.  

 

Continuing work completed last year by the Community Connections committee, this guide applies an 
understanding of Community/University Partnerships as: 

 

¶ interdependent, reciprocal, and mutually beneficial relationships established and maintained to 
advance a common purpose; 

 

¶ collaborative efforts in which people work together: not citizens working on behalf of the university 
or the university working on behalf of citizens; 

 

¶ efforts that apply knowledge to address issues in society; 

 

¶ efforts whose outcomes are owned and managed by all partners together. 

 

 

 

 

Community/University  

Connections  

 

 

 

 

Learning 

      Public 

 Engagement 

   Discovery 

              Service 

 

 

  Community/University 

Partnerships 
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II.  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY          

 

 

The Role of Public Land-Grant University: National Trends 

Since their creation, land-grant universities in the United States have borne the responsibility of 
generating and conveying research-based knowledge to the general public. The emphasis placed on this 
responsibility, however, is continually renegotiated, subject to economic and societal pressures extending 
far beyond the walls of the university.  

In 1993, amid pressures for increased relevance to ñsocietal challenges,ò the University of Minnesota 
formed an Outreach Council, charged by President Nils Hasselmo with creating a strategic plan for 
outreach. In August of that year, the Council presented its Strategic Plan, in which it ñdefined outreach, 
developed a mission and vision, documented the current breadth and richness of outreach, identified a 
central strategic issue, and formulated strategic goals and actions for achieving the stated mission and 
vision.ò

2
 

 

Thus, the current Council on Public Engagement builds on a long tradition of revisiting the meaning and 
significance of outreach at the University of Minnesota. In May of 2002, the Universityôs Civic 
Engagement Task Force (formed in 2000) described the specific context which led to the creation of the 
Council on Public Engagement: 

 

ñResponding to diminished public support and the mounting pressure toward more market-

oriented practices, and concerned about unresolved social problems in their neighboring 

communities, colleges and universities across the country are reaffirming the critical value of their 

civic contributions and their vital connections to the larger society. The University of Minnesota is 

emerging as a leader in these efforts to renew the public responsibilities of higher education. 

Recommendations in this Report are intended to further improve our effectiveness as an 

Engaged University. A goal of these activities is to reinvigorate the University's civic identity, 

strengthen engaged practices, and thereby help to reclaim public support.ò
3
 

 

 

Charge to the Council on Public Engagement  

Evolving within the context outlined above, the current Council on Public Engagement was given its 
specific focus by University of Minnesota President Robert Bruininks. In his charge to the Council, 
President Robert Bruininks explained:  

ñAn engaged University embodies the belief that through its public contributions higher education 
responds to serious social needs and strengthens a democratic way of life. The new Council will 
better enable the University of Minnesota to realize this belief through practical action. Internally it 

                                                           
2
 ñOutreach at the University of Minnesota ï A Strategic Planò August 1993. Outreach Council members: Patrick Borich, Julia Davis, 

David Kidwell, Hal Miller, Theresa Neil, Cherie Perlmutter, Tony Potami, Tom Scott, Gene Allen (chair), Jeanne Markell (staff), 

Steven Laursen (staff). 

3
 An Engaged University: Renewing the Land Grant Mission, Civic Engagement Task Force Report, Executive Summary, May 15, 

2002. 
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will help reaffirm and deepen the public meaning of our professional work, and it will help also to 
renew the University's claim to public support among the people of the state.[é] I expect the 
Council to become a catalyst for promoting greater awareness, understanding, and support for 
public engagement throughout the University and in the public at large.ò 

Community-University Partnership Typology - 2003 

 

In 2003, the Council on Public Engagement provided financial support for a number of projects designed 

to advance public engagement. This Guide, originally described as the ñCommunity-University Typologyò 

is one such effort. Members of the Council believed a typology might provide much-needed clarity in 

defining Community-University Partnerships and help representatives from the university and 

communities better understand the potential of such partnerships. 

 

 

Next Steps ï the Guide as a Web-based Tool 

Results of a 2003 University of Minnesota survey show that 68% of Minnesotans prefer accessing 
information about the University of Minnesota via the World Wide Web.

4
 Because the percentage of Web 

users is continually growing, and because Web technology allows for dynamic management and 
presentation of information, a digital version of the guide would be useful to community and university 
alike. Based, in part, on examples from other universities, part IV of this report describes ways to adapt 
the guide for the Web.  

Phase two of the project, which will integrate the Guide into the University of Minnesota Web site, will be 
an important step toward institutionalizing public engagement. In its present state, the Guide provides 
information that may prove useful in developing the Web site. However, just as any other printed 
document, it will require significant reshaping to render it effective as a Web-based tool. Above all, the 
digital version of the Guide must be: 

¶ Easy to use 

¶ Comprehensive 

¶ Current and accurate 

¶ Responsive to needs of users; i.e., databases must be searchable by key words selected by 
users, not simply by categories established by the university 

 

 

 

                                                           
4
 Each year, the University conducts a survey of public attitudes about the University. The 2003 survey included questions related to 

public access to university resources. The report, titled ñConnecting with our Constituents: 2002 public opinion polling results,ò is 
available from the Office of University Relations.  




