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Section I: Introduction and Team Responsibilities
Background:  One of the major initiatives of Vision OHIO is to enhance the national prominence of Ohio University to better utilize our knowledge to assist the region and the state in addressing education, health, and economic problems. 

The University will respond to this need for greater engagement in the region and state with an approach that:  1) emphasizes integration of teaching, research, and interdisciplinary initiatives; and 2) develops programs in service learning, outreach, and University-community partnerships that help address the problems of the region and state. It is our hope that the community and region will benefit from such programs. Also, research has shown that pedagogies that incorporate real-world application, such as service learning, helps to develop civic-minded graduates who are better prepared to take up the complex problems that face our society.
Goals Identified in Vision OHIO:
1. Ohio University will significantly strengthen the scope and effectiveness of our commitment to helping Appalachia Ohio in the areas of PreK-12 public education, economic development, and health issues. A more detailed description of what is included in these regional strategic thrusts is given below.

2. Ohio University will improve its internal infrastructure by creating a facilitative partnership office to support existing and new cooperative partnerships with external and internal partners in the areas of diversity, regional and international strategic thrusts, sponsored research, and interdisciplinary education programs.

3. Ohio University will significantly expand the opportunity for undergraduate and graduate students to participate in practica and service-learning experiences. By participating in such activities, students acquire a sense of citizenship and a sense of responsibility and understanding for others in their surrounding community. In addition, they gain valuable employment skills as they broaden their experiences. These include improving their problem-solving and critical-thinking skills and their ability to work with others. In addition, community participants obtain satisfaction from helping students develop and they clearly benefit from the students’ skills and expertise.

Team Charge – The team was charged with gathering information by reviewing best practices of other institutions and conducting focus groups to be used in developing recommendations in the following areas:

· Structure of Partnerships Office

· Functions

· Communication

· Metrics


Information gathered focused on identifying best practices and examined Ohio University identified peers and other universities that had a reputation for having excellent outreach programs. The committee examined 12 universities
We conducted focus groups using external stakeholders to assess their perceptions and provide us with a better understanding of how to enhance our existing and future partnerships with external partners. Focus group questions were directed at developing an understanding of how our partnerships can be improved along the following four dimensions:
· Responsiveness – Are we carefully listening to the communities, regions, and states we serve? Are we asking the right questions and offering the right services?

· Respect for partners – Do we fully appreciate the need for the University to encourage joint academic-community definitions of problems, solutions, and successes?
· Accessibility – How best can we find ways to help potential partners identify the right people at Ohio University with whom to collaborate?
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Section II: Recommendations

1) University Commitment – As is reflected in Vision OHIO, the University leadership should maintain its commitment to be engaged in the region and state as a critical part of the core mission of the University. With knowledge comes responsibility. Thus, all academic units or centers should be involved in some way to identify knowledge that can be utilized to solve society’s problems. 

Community members in our focus groups expressed a strong desire for the University to be more present within the larger region (not just Athens County). They believe that the University can provide much-needed technical assistance that they cannot otherwise access. And the University was recognized for many of our existing outreach programs such as the Voinovich Center and Kids on Campus. 
Based on our conversations with several benchmark universities, one of the major concerns expressed by team members was the need for us to be very careful not to set unrealistic expectations from the community. For example, in our discussions with Lynn Blanchard, director of the Carolina Center for Public Service at the University of North Carolina (UNC), she stated this was a major issue for UNC. As a result, we recommend that our Office of Outreach be very careful as to how and what it communicates to community and regional individuals and organizations.
University leadership should ensure that all service and outreach activities are two-way partnerships that involve University/community reciprocal relationships that are defined by mutual respect for the strengths of each.
Community members in our focus groups expressed strong opinions on how this assistance should be provided. Below are a few of their suggestions:
· The University should seek input from local community organizations and leaders as part of the development process of outreach initiatives.
· The University should cooperate with local agencies/service providers and not compete with them by replacing initiatives already being undertaken in the region. Several focus-group participants recommended that we follow the model of the Voinovich Center, being focused on collaboration and building capacity in existing and new community and government organizations.

· The University should assist faculty and staff in improving their appreciation of and sensitivity to cultural differences in the region. 
· The University should find ways to make it easier for communities and organizations to collaborate with it. We need to be more flexible by reducing “red tape” and accepting technical assistance contracts with lower sponsored-research overhead rates. 
· The University should demonstrate sustained commitment to this initiative in order to build our credibility throughout the region. 
2) Appalachian Studies Center – There is a need and an opportunity for the University to develop a national reputation for multidisciplinary research and policy development on rural and rural poverty issues. Teaching and research focused on the economic, environmental, social, and cultural issues of Appalachia will be important aims of an Appalachian Studies Center, making it an integral participant in regional activities and a vehicle for unifying faculty, administration, students, and community members. 

Establishing an Appalachian Studies Center would mean building upon a strong faculty-student foundation of interest in Appalachia that has been evident over the years. A growing and enduring number of courses and outreach programs focused on the region, recent innovations such as the Ohio University Appalachian Scholars, the African American Presence in the Ohio River Valley oral history project, and the Appalachian Rural Health Institute provide evidence of an interest in the region. Many focus-group participants expressed specific need for help in the areas of K-12 education and health care by utilizing the resources of our College of Osteopathic Medicine. These needs could become the early focus of Center activities.

3) Student and Faculty Engagement Outside the Classroom – Some administrative office, perhaps the Office of University Outreach, should play a role in assisting faculty to expand the involvement of students in learning activities that serve the region. An example would be service learning outside the classroom. The community participants in the focus groups expressed a strong willingness to work with student volunteers and interns in out-of-class community service. They would also like to see students involved in research supporting community initiatives. 

4) Office of University Outreach – Our research of best practices found that most universities have developed partnerships or outread offices reporting to the highest levels of administration. Many of the offices reported to the vice president of outreach and regional higher education. The purpose of these offices is to assist members of the University and citizens in the region to develop partnerships and to recommend policies and procedures that foster and assist faculty, departments, and colleges in carrying out multidisciplinary research and outreach activities. These offices also serve as data clearinghouses, collecting information about outreach programs and disseminating that information to the University’s constituents.
Ohio University created the Office for University Outreach on March 1, 2006, to assist in the development of partnerships that support multidisciplinary research and other outreach activities. The director of the office is Merle Graybill who reports to Charles Bird, vice president for university outreach and regional campuses.
a) Advisory Council
In order to assist the office in being responsive to the needs of the community and University members who are involved in partnerships, we believe that it is important to set up a council to advise the office. This advisory council should be composed of University representatives and external community members.
b) Key Functions of the Office of Outreach:
i)Proactive Role of Office – From our best-practices research, it was clear that this new office should be actively and continually engaged by meeting with community groups to promote understanding as to what resources the University possesses and with which areas we are able or not able to assist. As part of this Office’s proactive role, it should undertake the following activities: 

· The director should network with community organizations fostering a dialogue to discover community needs in areas in which we have expertise to offer.
· The Office should be located in a visible and accessible place on the Athens campus so that community people can easily find it and park conveniently.
· The Office should hold public forums on different regionwide issues.
· The Office should conduct periodic surveys of community needs. 
ii) Customer Service Activities – The most important function of the Office of University Outreach is to be a clearinghouse on partnership information, linking external interested parties with appropriate internal OHIO resources. We identified strong support for this role internally and externally. People find it difficult to know what is going on in the area of outreach activities and are unaware of where to find information on these efforts.
iii) Training – This Office should provide training and technical assistance for internal and external collaborators in order to build partnerships and partnering capacity. One example of assistance would center around grant writing. Most faculty have very little experience knowing what kinds of financial resources exist for an outreach or service-learning project and they do not know how to approach corporations and private foundations. The Office of University Outreach could assemble a pool of grant writers to call upon for such assistance. 
iv) Service Learning – This Office should play a role in assisting faculty in expanding the involvement of students in service-learning activities. The community participants in the focus groups expressed a strong willingness to work with student volunteers and interns in on out-of-class activities benefiting the community. They would also like to see students involved in research supporting community initiatives. 
v) Incentives – The Office should work with the University academic leadership to engage in a discussion of how to support and reward faculty and student participation in all of these outreach initiatives. Preliminary research indicates that students can greatly benefit from being involved in these innovative approaches, including service learning, internships, and team-learning activities that take place in the community.
vi) Communication/Promotion – The Office of University Outreach should develop a coordinated communication strategy to better inform the University’s various constituents – including the public – as to the outreach programs that the University offers and how they can best be used to help solve the problems of the region and state. This should include the following:

· Periodic newsletters that could be mailed to key constituents in the region and state. 
· An annual publication that focuses on the outreach activities (similar to Perspectives, a magazine covering the University’s research and creative activity). 
· Press releases, media advisories, and direct involvement of President McDavis on major projects in order to enhance other types of communication about these activities. 
· Internet utilization to promote partnerships and to communicate information to partners both internal and external to the University. Focus-group participants did raise the concern that in this region, the Internet should not be the only access portal for the University. We heard from people at UNC, Chapel Hill, that we should be very careful to first clearly understand our objectives for the Web site. They are having discussions as to whether all of the work they have put into their Web site has been worth the time and effort.
· Coordination with the University government liaison person and the Office of Communication and Marketing. 
Promotional Activities (included but are not limited to):

· Provide competitively available minigrants ($1,000-$5,000) to assist faculty in starting new outreach programs
· Administer internal and external recognitions/rewards program to acknowledge outreach partners’ efforts. 

· Provide awards for partnerships that have created the most impact. 
· Engage in proactive marketing of partnership services. 
vii) Assessment – There is a need to capture and evaluate the activities in which the University has been involved. This is especially true of all major outreach partnerships. For list of metrics, see Section III: Metrics. 

Section III: Metrics

Vision OHIO calls for the University to establish accountability for all University priorities. With regard to outreach , we need to clearly demonstrate to the public, the region and all of our partners how our institution continues to serve the public good.

Metrics To Be Regularly Measured
It is recommended that the following data be collected annually:

1. Track partnership activity including: which partnerships are continuing, which are new and who the participating members are. We suggest that administrative unit leaders should be required to track this information for their units.

2. For major partnerships, the Office of University Outreach should measure impacts of the partnerships. 

3. For a selective sample of partnerships, a survey should be conducted to show community partners’ satisfaction/experiences with Ohio University partnerships. We suggest that the survey questions be based upon the Kellogg Seven-Part Test or another national model, such as the new standards for Carnegie ranking or the Campus Compact rubric for civic engagement, should be used. The Office of University Outreach should report its evaluation and suggest improvements that can be made to better facilitate partnerships and regional impact.
Specific Interim Goals for 2006-08
1) Set up the Office of University Outreach to serve as a one-stop shop for information, consultation, and connection to partnership capacity-building resources. 
2) Establish mechanisms for collecting and presenting general and assessment information about the partnerships in which Ohio University is engaged.
3) Create signature events, publications, and services that communicate to constituents Ohio University’s outreach activities and showcase these "stories,” as well as the expertise of the University faculty, staff, etc.
4) Strategically invest monetary and staff resources to address the areas of need that have been prioritized through Vision OHIO and this committee’s recommendations.
Appendix A. – Information Best Practices
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Washington State University

External grants and contracts:



FY 2004--$157,849,283

Programs/Initiatives:
Policy Consensus Center The mission of the PCC is “to act as a neutral resource for collaborative problem-solving in the region. Its aim is to provide expertise that improves the availability and quality of voluntary collaborative approaches to policy development and multiparty dispute resolution."

Structure:

Washington State Extension Services operates as the “front door to the university.” This unit reports to the provost and academic vice president.

Accountability and Metrics:

Reports on research, teaching, and engagement from the WSU extension office by county, funding source, state legislative district, and state congressional district.
Communication
Online periodicals and news stories.

University of Missouri

External grants and contracts:


FY 2005--$156,352,454 

(Ranked #2 among public universities in the Association of American Universities for growth of federal research in the past ten years.)

Programs/Initiatives:

Center for Health Policy: a campuswide center that integrates the schools of Medicine, Nursing, Health Professions, and the School of Public Affairs. Each school has a health-policy coordinator, who together make up the Board of the Health Policy Center. 
Health-policy research is carried out through the Center for Health-Care Quality. The Health Policy Center provides ongoing communication and interaction with policy-makers to provide objective, evidence-based information for policy decisions. Programs include training for freshman legislators, a particularly important function with the initiation of mandatory term limits in Missouri. The Center for Health Policy provides integration with other policy areas on campus and a network with national and state policy makers.

Harry S Truman School of Public Affairs: The mission of the Truman School is “to advance the knowledge and practice of governance in Missouri, the nation, and beyond by informing public policy, educating for ethical leadership in public service, and fostering democratic discourse among citizens, policy-makers, and scholars.” The Truman School includes the Institute of Public Policy, the Center for the Study of Organizational Change, the European Union Center, and the Rural Policy Research Institute, among other organizations. 

Structure:

A vice provost serves as the director of Cooperative Extension. Five program directors work below the director in such areas as community development, business and industry, agriculture and natural resources, youth development, and human environmental sciences. There is also a director of off-campus operations, who coordinates efforts with the County Council Coordinator, the University of Missouri Extension State Council, and regional directors.
Accountability and Metrics:

Online annual report cites university Extension services initiatives and impacts on communities.

Communications:

See accountability and metrics above.

University of Tennessee
External grants and contracts:



FY 2004--$253 million in research awards.
Programs/Initiatives:




The Howard Baker Center hosts public programs on issues of local, regional, national, and international significance. These programs are on a wide array of topics, with special interest given to the role of the media. 
This center actively engages in innovative educational initiatives to help students of all ages better understand the American political system. These initiatives promote understanding of the responsibilities and rewards of public service and the significance of each citizen's active involvement in government
Structure:

N/A
Accountability and Metrics:

N/A

Communications

“Great Things Are Happening” page on UT Web site provides brief high-level impact statements. 
Penn State University

External grants and contracts

FY 2005--$474,146,511 in “restricted funds” which are described as sponsored programs, gifts, grants, and contracts.

Programs/Initiatives

Develop a statewide needs assessment process, building upon the Cooperative Extension’s commonwealth needs assessment process (conducted every ten years) to ascertain and engage Penn State’s academic community in addressing the educational needs of the citizens and communities of the commonwealth.
Review and explore opportunities to extend outreach and programs to audiences external to the commonwealth via the World Campus, based on an analysis of those needs.
Develop and implement targeted programs, research, and services in collaboration with our academic partners to focus Penn State’s academic strengths on addressing three key societal issues in the commonwealth: workforce and economic development, education, and health care.
Structure

Outreach Office--Vice President for Outreach,reports to President

Specific Outreach Programs: These programs operate under the umbrella of Penn State Outreach.
Accountability and Metrics

See Web site for details.  
Communications

Outreach Magazine: Showcases the outreach activities conducted by the university.
Outreach Awards: Recognize faculty who make significant contributions to outreach.
Web site: Provides information about the Outreach Office and its affiliates.
University of North Carolina
External grants and contracts

Not easily discernible 

Programs/Initiatives

The University of North Carolina has a number of research centers and institutes that address a wide variety of issues across many disciplines. Many of these are “academic clusters” that bring together researchers from the various departments in that university to tackle specific subjects in an interdisciplinary fashion. Other “research networks” group together faculty, students, and staff to address challenges in their field. Some also take on research projects on behalf of outside agencies. UNC’s institutes feature a number of external partnerships with statewide or national efforts and also participate in internal collaborations. Finally, the university’s laboratories often act in concert with other universities and other labs.

Structure

· The Carolina Center for Public Service: This organization is meant to facilitate community outreach programs and draw attention to the ways in which the university’s programs help serve the public good. It provides a database that shows what projects are taking place county by county and provides linkages for those interested in working with the university. 
· The Center is responsible to an advisory board that includes an associate provost, the director, and other leaders in the UNC community.
Accountability and Metrics
There were no specific measurements that clearly applied to the university’s partnerships as a whole. What is more likely is that each center or institute has its own individual system of evaluation that meets its specific needs.
Communications

The Carolina Center for Public Service’s database is a good source for finding out what projects are going on in any specific county. Clicking on one county revealed dozens of projects.
University of Georgia
External grants and contracts

Not easily discernible

Programs/Initiatives

The University of Georgia’s service units and public service faculty provide resources relating to economic development, K-12 education, leadership development, continuing professional education, and training and research for state agencies.
Structure

The University of Georgia’s (UG) public service and outreach programs follow a mixed approach with some programs being located and managed within the colleges and schools, while others are stand-alone public service and outreach units.
Accountability and Metrics

There were no specific measurements that clearly applied to the university’s partnerships as a whole.

Communications

The university publishes a quarterly report documenting the outreach and public service accomplishments of its various schools, departments, and outreach units.
The Public Service and Outreach Staff Award of Excellence is given to staff who have contributed significantly in those two areas.
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Clemson University
External grants and contracts

FY 2004--$75,729,426

Programs/Initiatives:

The Jim Self Center on the Future (a team of the Strom Thurmond Institute) offers a model for how to (1) foster dialogue among multiple partners about specific problems or issues; and (2) provide training on civic leadership and engagement.
First, this center seems to initiate conversations about lived problems in the community/region/state. Their articulated mission is “to contribute to lively discussions of current issues in American public policy by featuring individual lectures, panels and round-table discussions, seminars, and special presentations.” They indicate that their lecture series “brings diverse speakers and programs to campus.” Point No.1 in the seven-point test from the Kellogg Foundation centers on whether universities are responsive to communities, regions, and states. “Do we provide space and, if need be, resources for preliminary community-university discussions of the public problem to be addressed?” asked the Kellogg Foundation. Point No.2 encourages joint academic-community definitions of problems, solutions, and success. The Jim Self Center appears to do this in part by facilitating campus-community dialogues (of course, it is not clear to what extent these are guided by a transmission model rather than a dialogue model of conversation). An interesting tagline for these programs is: “WE TURN IDEAS INTO EVENTS TO SERVE PEOPLE.”

Second, like a few other benchmark schools (e.g., Tennessee), the Jim Self Center offers training for community members on civic involvement and leadership and ethics. 

The Strom Thurman Institute also supports a research institute that seems similar to Voinovich Center and Scripps Survey Center. 

Structure

The Strom Thurmond Institute of Government and Public Affairs is the umbrella unit for the Jim Self Center and other teams, and appears to operate as a unit within the general administrative sphere of Clemson University.
Accountability and metrics

On its Web site, the institute publishes program evaluations that measure effectiveness of its initiatives.

Communication strategies

They publish a wide variety of reports, brochures, research summaries. On their Web site, the Institute archives past events and foreshadows upcoming events. The Web site also contains The Opinion Page, a series of position statements written by faculty on a range of issues from wage inequities to water rates. Interestingly, no opinions are solicited from community members.
Auburn University
External grants and contracts

FY 2003 

Federal grants and contracts -- $71,474,245

State/local grants and contracts -- $ 11,100, 345

Nongovernmental grants and contracts -- $ 8,977,548

Programs/Initiatives:

Outreach is understood both broadly (e.g., includes distance learning) and traditionally – i.e., at least their rhetoric suggests a fairly typical view of outreach as something that the university offers communities/regions/states rather than outreach as involving campus-community partners working in reciprocal partnerships to address lived problems or issues.
Structure

AU has an associate provost and vice president for university outreach. Auburn University Outreach is interpreted broadly to include continuing education and distance learning as well as an economic development initiative similar to the Voinovich Center and the Space Research Center.

Accountability and metrics

Departments can access forms that are worthy of modeling how to report outreach activities. Department liaisons or chairs complete forms electronically.

Communication strategies

Outreach News is a semiannual newsletter that highlights outreach efforts and offers a professional model for communicating activities. Their Web site also offers an “At a Glance Calendar” of upcoming events. 

University of Conneticut
External grants and contracts

FY 2004 Research awards exceeded $190,000,000

Programs/Initiatives:

The university has branded many programs as “extending our reach,” and “expanding boundaries of the possible.” Although there are several interesting partnerships (e.g., between UConn and Pfizer), their Web site does not boast any innovative or interesting resources for establishing and maintaining engaged partnerships. One thing of note: They clearly limit “partnerships” to those relationships that exist between organizations or groups. Thus, person-to-to-person collaborations, or person-to-group collaborations, generally are not considered partnerships. As argued on their Web site, “Identifying potential nonuniversity partners may begin with interaction between a single investigator and an extramural agency, but partnerships in general should have a broader impact than sole investigators’ programs.”

Structure

There is no office of partnerships or outreach, but there are a number of offices and agencies to assist in partnership development. These include the Vice Provost for Research and Graduate Education, with the newly organized Office for Sponsored Programs, and the Graduate School. 

Accountability and metrics

N/A

Communication strategies

N/A
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Indiana University
Research Awards

FY 2004--$413,000,000

Programs/Initiatives:

Partnership and outreach efforts are detailed in a number of Indiana University programs, including the Office of Community and School Partnerships, health and medicine, science and technology, political science, and environmental affairs.

Structure

The vice president for university relations oversees outreach activities. However, there appears to be decentralization of outreach activities and services for various disciplines. The university Web sites present a rich array of services, but no central clearinghouse. The university’s IUPUI Solutions Center bills itself as “a single point of access to campus resources” for business development needs of Central Indiana, but that seems limited to partners in a project funded by the Lilly Endowment.

Accountability and metrics

N/A

Communication strategies

Research newsletters, Web sites, pdf documents.

University of Delaware
External grants and contracts

FY 2003--$64,200,000

Programs/Initiatives:

The Institute for Public Administration has a broad mission, and much of the university’s partnership and outreach programs seem closely tied to the activities of the institute. It offers internship programs, service programs in legislative outreach and a number of targeted projects.

Structure

Staff assistance, research, policy analysis, service learning, and student involvement.

Accountability and metrics

Delaware has done a nice job of tying many of its projects to identified legislative initiatives and programs. The university is focusing on areas such as government planning, health-care access and cost, water resources, women’s leadership development and educational administration.

Communication strategies

Web site, database access, newsletters, other publications.

University of New Hampshire
External grants and contracts

FY 2003--$86,200,000

Programs/Initiatives:

Perhaps the deepest outreach activity at New Hampshire is built around itsextension program. It includes technical applications and economic development activities, but also focuses on rural development, youth development, pollution issues, and conservation.

A smaller number of other centers and institutes carry out targeted outreach initiatives. The Carsey Institute conducts research around community building, while the Lietzel Center works with university and community organizations to promote and improve math and science education and research.

Structure

New Hampshire’s programs operate under the heading of Outreach and Engagement Programs. While it’s difficult to see from a distance how well integrated these programs are under the same umbrella, at least the institution’s public presentation appears coordinated and integrated.

Accountability and metrics

N/A

Communication strategies

Significant investment in Web resources that provides access to research reports and other information.
APPENDIX B. Focus Groups

a) Evaluation of Existing and Past Partnerships -- Ohio University should develop a better understanding of how to enhance its existing and future partnerships within the University and with external partners. To accomplish this, we will conduct focus groups aimed at obtaining direct feedback from external and internal partners about their experiences in developing partnerships with Ohio University. Focus group questions will be directed at developing an understanding of how our partnerships can be improved along the following four dimensions:

· Responsiveness -- Are we carefully listening to the communities, regions, and states we serve? Are we asking the right questions and offering the right services?

· Respect for partners – The Kellogg Report emphasizes that the purpose of an engaged university is not to simply provide knowledge to the community but to encourage joint academic-community definitions of problems, solutions, and success.

· Accessibility – Public universities are very confusing to outsiders. We need to find ways to help potential partners identify the right people. 

· Coordination – Ensure that the University and all relevant communities understand what efforts each has planned or under way in order to reduce duplication and competition.
The purpose of this evaluation is to find ways “to move beyond outreach and public service to a new conception of ‘engagement’ with the community, new ways of moving the university’s expertise and resources off campus, and at the same time, receiving input and expertise from the community in ways that serve both institutional and community needs.”
April 10, 2006

To:

Provost Kathy Krendl and Vision Ohio teams

From:

Valerie Martin Conley and Marc Cutright

Re:

Focus group findings

Attached are results and findings from five focus groups conducted on the morning of Saturday, April 8, at the Baker Center of Ohio University.

Two focus groups were composed of faculty members, and three were composed of community leaders.
Students facilitated the focus groups in the weekend Executive Ph.D. Program in Higher Education, often known as the Cycle program. These fifteen students are Ralph Amos, Patrick Beatty, Chandra Bell, Rebecca Delo, T.J. Duda, Todd Everett, Greg Goodhart, David Graham, Jon Jump, Marty Maliwesky, Scott Markland, Krista McCallum Beatty, Jim McKean, Laquore Meadows, and Michelle Sheets.
The report that follows is composed of two basic parts. First are the general, thematic reports that emerged from the facilitators’ conversations and discussion of ideas that were expressed across groups, in the one case the three community groups, and in the other the two faculty groups. Following those are summary transcripts from each of the five groups.
We facilitated the discussions among the students who produced the two thematic reports. We believe that they are a fair and accurate representation of the focus groups. It is important to note, however, that these reports are interpretive, and others may reach different conclusions or stress different points. That is among the reasons that the five individual group reports are included, to allow for the development of other interpretations. Also, the groups here represented are not a random sample of the populations from which they were drawn, but rather were nominated for inclusion, and self-selected to be present for the groups. These are people who have a particular, strong interest in Ohio University and its future.
Thematic Report: Three Community Groups 
Saturday, April 08, 2006

This document is a compilation of ideas and comments from three community focus groups addressing concerns regarding Vision OHIO. Items mentioned in at least two of the three focus groups have been highlighted herein.

1. Ohio University Should Focus on Southeast Ohio Issues and Concerns

OHIO should seek national prominence through local focus

Two quotes from focus group members:
”Take us with you!”
“We are an Appalachian-based, Ohio River-based, coal-based institution.”
Regional issues should include the environment, education, poverty, and economic development

2. Ohio University’s Relationship with the Community

Cooperate, but do not compete with local agencies/service providers, or take over initiatives from within their domain.
Seek input from local community agencies early on during program development.
The Ohio University Voinovich Center and ILGARD are highly regarded and respected.
Voinovich Center-like operations and services should be expanded as a model throughout Ohio University.
Increase participation and engagement of Ohio University leaders (students, faculty, and staff) in the region’s K-12 system.
Researchers should provide feedback and share results when working in or studying issues about Southeast Ohio. 
Ohio University’s leadership (students, faculty, and staff) should be more present within and around the region.
3. Students and the Regional Community

Increase service learning (currently strong, but would like increased participation).
Expand student participation in the region’s research initiatives (research in support of community initiatives).
Student-related programs need additional financial support and support structure (e.g. student management and training).
Ohio University must increase its capacity to recruit and retain Southeast Ohio students.
4. Grants and Support

Community leaders desire technical assistance from OHIO.
Grants and support should be linked with community needs and the University’s priorities.
Red tape and grant fees make it difficult to effectively partner and collaborate with Ohio University.



___


___


___





Focus Group Transcripts

Following are the three individual focus group summary transcripts. Although they vary in format, they are thorough, and each one reflects the consensus of facilitators as to what was said. As well, near the end of each session, participants heard an oral summary of what the primary recorder heard, to check for accuracy and completeness, and to allow for elaboration.
Questions asked appear in bold and the transcript of responses follows each question.
April 8, 2006

9:45a.m.-11:10a.m.

Baker Center 330

Community Focus Group 1 – Ralph Amos, Patrick Beatty, Krista McCallum Beatty

What services or partnership programs involving the University are you involved with, or have been involved with?

One participant is involved in the Interprofessional Partnership for Appalachian Children. The partnership involves University and community professionals. Person would like to partner enough to ensure the services are broad and inclusive for the county/region. A second partnership involves the College of Osteopathic Medicine. This partnership is working on a grant for a rural health-care clinic to serve children 0-6 years old. Person would like to expand that service to 6+ years of age.

This participant is part of an economic development group working with a regional campus – stressed importance of tying concept of course work and needs of the workforce in the area. Expanding allied health programs and services area because of the need in the community/region. Respondent stressed the need for the University to come off the hill and serve the needs of the community. Respondent also stressed the need for more collaboration among the regional campuses and Athens campus to offer degree programs that are responsive to the community’s medical and allied medical work force needs. In another capacity in which this respondent serves, this respondent stressed the need to ensure the Athens campus administration realizes that the traditional college student cannot afford to come to Athens and thus, the regional campuses should offer more degree-seeking programs.

This participant has many family members who are OHIO alumni. This participant has worked with an AmeriCorps program since the early 1990s. The first volunteers were placed by OHIO in a college-awareness program in southeast Ohio. This respondent also was involved with southeast Ohio interactive television since the early 1990s.

Another participant partnered with the Ohio University “Computer Engineering” Department on a technology project to create a database for the community organization. In addition, this participant collaborated with the Department of African American Studies to develop a Community and Campus Day effort. The goal of this partnership is to raise the understanding between the University and community. As a result of this partnership, there is an increased understanding among the University community and the African American and multicultural communities in the area. The respondent added there are a lot of community members who support the institution (both financially and in other ways). The Sociology Department has worked with this participant’s community organization to provide resources, training, a student intern, and a faculty member adviser to assist their work. Another collaboration between this participants’ community organization, the Wayne National Forest, and the African American Studies Department is developing an oral history project. This project studies the peoples who may have lived on forestry lands or who may have come to Ohio through the Underground Railroad.

This participant works with partnerships among community organizations and a local Organizational and Economic Development group. These include health-care partnerships with nursing programs, preceptorships, and curriculum development. A second set of partnerships is seeking to develop land to create a co-located recreational facility to serve both the University and the community. In addition, this respondent’s organization has written a grant to the governor’s office to develop programs that focus on strengthening marriage and has partnered with the Sociology Department at Ohio University to provide research support for this project. This participant would like to partner with the University on a longitudinal study on this same topic.

This participant is involved in an economic development organization in the region. The participant stressed the involvement of ILGARD consultants in developing Web sites that contribute to the economic development of the region. OHIO and ILGARD, in particular, provide expertise that is not readily available in rural areas. This expertise is a powerful tool.

What benefits or advantages have there been to you in working with the University?
What problems or obstacles have you encountered in working with the University?

What opportunities might you see for partnerships in the future with the University?  What would the University have to do to make those ideas happen and work well?

One participant submitted that Ohio University carries a large footprint and name in the region, even with the large number of other institutions. In addition, the participant stated that just being connected to the University, gives credence to programs outside of the Southeast Ohio area. The participant shared Rio Grande is now offering a shared partnership with Ohio University and their MBA program. The program is offered via microwave at the Rio Grande campus once per month. Now, students don’t have to drive too far to get a great education. The participant stressed that higher education in Ohio is a mess – cooperation between institutions is essential, getting over territoriality is super important. The participant shared that partnerships are vital – with 29 schools in 10 counties – higher education’s job is to knock down walls and share resources.

One participant shared that another example of partnerships might extend to Ohio State University (OSU), for example, with their extension program. This participant submitted that there are only so many resources – we need a plan and truly link those resources together. In terms of partnering with OSU Extension program, there was an attempt to plan to link the TV learning programs, but that sort of partnership requires Ohio University to reach even beyond Southeast Ohio.

In response to the scope of the situation, one participant shared that there are 104 institutions in Ohio.

One participant noted that Ohio State University’s leadership just appointed more board members – all with a kind of elitist attitude. The participant shared that we must knock down walls and share resources, and that includes partnerships with Ohio State—we must truly partner, even in the rural areas.
One participant shared that there should be a way to meet the needs of all in some way, but within the University there is a seemingly significant pull between Ohio University’s administration and the Ohio University regional campuses. The participant illustrated the point, by stating that if someone wants a degree, there should be a way for that to happen on the regional campuses. The participant further submitted that the regional campus leadership constantly should worry about its survival – FTE, etc. The participant also noted that Ohio University’s leadership has a good vision, but should work together in a seamless system. Not competing for students.

One participant noted that Ohio University’s leadership should serve as a convener of resources and a facility provider—availability of facilities to the community is vital, e.g., for the arts, 

One respondent submitted that Ohio University should serve as a facilitator for building capacity within Southeast Ohio communities, making certain not to “take over programs or initiatives, but to help move forward work and to support with assistance when asked or when needed. The participant used one example when Ohio University’s leadership jumped into a situation and took things over. The participant noted that Ohio University must not hurt the development of “capacities for growth” within the community.  

One participant shared that with all Ohio University and community initiatives that a proactive approach is important. 

Per one participant, a major concern within the community is that Ohio University will take over the running of a clinic or resource program, for example. The participant continued by sharing that community members are fearful of the University’s taking things over. This could hinder community involvement and hinder community leaders from coming forward. 

One participant stated that the issue is not necessarily about the fear of being taken over, but fear that we [the community members] won’t be heard and regarded. The participant further stated that the perception is that Ohio University runs everything, even with Ohio University graduates. The participant is trying to change this perception to OHIO can’t do without us (The community). The participant added that this is a psychological thing, more than anything.

One participant referenced the ongoing town/gown controversy. The participant used the metaphor of the University’s being the hole in the middle of a donut. The participant noted that the “outsider issues” don’t necessarily start off that way, but with such a variety of folks on the campus, one can go go two or three miles off-campus, and find people suspicious of outsiders. It was mention that the University of Rio Grande has the same thing.

On respondent shared that the perception of townies, those who go to Ohio University, is that they are “hill” kids, who are not very smart. The participant further shared that the perception is made worse by the belief that some within the University view townies as not very sophisticated.

Another participant shared the perception that Athens faculty who periodically teach at a regional campuses view regional students as not as smart as Athens students. This participant shared concern about students getting out of class early or doing less work and seeing the parking lot empty at 10p.m. when classes end at 10:30. The participant tied this to the development of a work ethic carried over into the workplace. This is viewed as a workforce development issue. A strong work ethic, teamwork, and problem solving are not being developed as well as before. We in higher education do not push forth good work ethics. When a student misses classes, he or she should fail, just like at the work site, anyone who doesn’t show, gets fired. In higher education, we make exceptions for everything. Ohio does do a reasonable job of developing teamwork and problem solving (problem-based approach) but the ethics of putting in full time is lacking.

Work ethic, teamwork and problem solving are not being developed as well as before. We in higher education do not push forth good work ethics – when a student misses classes, he or she fail. Just like the work site; if they don’t show, they get fired. In education, we make exceptions for everything. The University does a reasonable job of developing teamwork and problem solving (problem-based approach). BUT the ethics of putting in the full time is concerning.

A respondent shared that sentiment but also said they have a problem on their particular Southeast Ohio campus of faculty missing classes. There are a number of commuter students and it is not rare to hear of a student who drove a long way, was scheduled for three classes, but all three were canceled.

A respondent said the University has a high level of responsibility its faculty and students and to the region, but preparing students for the next level of job readiness is vital. It is important for a student to not just get a grade, but to be prepared for real life and the work environment.

One respondent said a way to resolve that is with extension classes. In these classes, the burden is on the student to do the work. Many students are getting more out of distance education classes as they must carry the load.

Another respondent has heard similar things about distance learning programs. However, some students need more prodding, and thus avoid these types of classes. Higher education will need to deal with this – internet-based instruction is going to make things change significantly – especially since it will not necessarily take four years to earn a degree.

A different respondent said that students must interact with one another – it is the way they will learn teamwork and have personal interactions. How do we overcome the socialization of people? The more we work with a machine (i.e., a computer), the more we like to work alone. A different respondent noted the prevalence of cell phones and how individuals have become more isolated. Teamwork and problem solving are not learned in isolation, but students are choosing to isolate themselves.

In terms of preparedness for the work force, young people are coming out of college with a technological background and know how to use technology. However, they are a different kind of employee. Students coming out of college want the job to fit their lifestyle, not the other way around. It is a challenge to hire them now because students want the workplace to flex to their needs.

A respondent said that Ohio University is about education and must best prepare the students.

When asked to talk about that more, a respondent said that the University should be sensitive to cultural differences in the area. Appalachian students have issues – they may not feel as bright or as capable. Thus, we lose a lot of those students. If there is any sense of discrimination, a student will leave.

A respondent said that if you take a student to a campus, he or she will likely attend at least for the first term. How do we keep them there? What will get them to return the second term and beyond? It is not grades and it is seldom finances that turn them away – it is often a social thing. Students need to find a niche and need to feel as if they belong.

We haven’t solved the problem of commuter students and residential students having two different lives. Attention to student needs is very important to one respondent.

A respondent talked about this from a health-care employer perspective. The main point was that a new employee coming from University environment today is not prepared for the work or the real world. This respondent’s business would need to spend six months or a year orienting the new employees to the real work life and real work issues that they find in the profession.

A different respondent said with a shortage of health-care workers, the new employees are required to hit the ground running. Historically, they had time to develop. The second part of that is getting motivated people to be in the field. Now families on public assistance or people in an office job are motivated by the money offered by health-care professions. The motivation used to be different.

Another respondent countered by saying that students from the social work program are well-prepared, especially because of their one-year internships.

One respondent suggested ensuring there is a third entity to help the University and the community work better together.

A respondent talked about how old school faculty are all gone, so current instructors are folks who could not find a job elsewhere. Because the region’s smaller institutions cannot find faculty to teach the classes, there is a disparity. They added that one of the cautions for OHIO – it cannot be everything to everybody. OHIO should not try and fill all the niches. Decide what we’re going to be the best at and focus on that! OHIO is not OSU, not a community college. We should not try to dilute resources so thinly and thus do things in a mediocre way. It is hoped that Vision OHIO helps remedy that.

One respondent’s suggestion was to model OSU’s waterfront management program found on Lake Erie. The Ohio River has so much frontage, and we currently do little to look at its development. This would be an opportunity for OHIO to plan for recreation, industry, containers, transportation of goods, etc. OHIO may have a significant regional responsibility for developing this potential.

The same respondent said OHIO should focus on the energy opportunities in the area – there is oil in the Ohio River basin area. If OHIO is to be more responsive to the area, it should be involved in energy development. OHIO should really embrace the technology for the gasification of coal and thus provide alternative energy resources. We could develop much in the future related to this – taking responsibility for the Ohio River’s development.

Another respondent said that the niche for OHIO is our community. It is what this Appalachian community is about. We do not need to be Harvard on the Hocking or try to compete with OSU – we have wonderful things already! Capitalizing on that niche – that Appalachian-based, coal-based and river-based institution is the key.

Another respondent said this area has the potential to be a great recreational and retirement area. This could bring more seniors to the region, and then justify the increase in the development of educational programs, tourism, hostels, etc. The University could be a good partner starting out in this region for great recreational opportunities, the topography, etc. Developing these would make the community healthier, too! There is lots of poverty here. Look at the Hocking Hills as a model and expand on that.

A follow-up question was asked: What about outsiders trying to come in?

A respondent said that from her perspective, it would not be a problem. Sometimes there are cultural barriers, but not insurmountable ones.

The cultural barrier is not in receiving the call; it falls on the person deciding whether or not to make the call to the University.

A respondent said that the key issue is ensuring that the institution makes the right personnel assignments to the task – ensure they pick the right people. The attitude of the University’s leadership will help set the tone for faculty and administrators.

Another respondent added that sometimes, it is the resident’s self-perception that drives the barriers.  Families in Appalachia are important and their history is important. We need research to find out what is related to health problems and poverty issues, what family issues can be remedied to prevent the health problems and what can be done about poverty in the future. OHIO should make connections with the curriculum to improve the situations for students, and do so by seeking federal and private dollars to do that research.

A respondent said that some of the concerns that the University has related to binge drinking and behavior issues are related to this. If OHIO had community service programs where service is mandatory, the students would not have as much time to do the binge drinking, etc. They would have a better sensitivity to the issues of the community. The University must hold students accountable for their actions. A respondent used the example of President Ping’s stopping the practice of student drinking at commencement. Students learned the lesson fast about what was acceptable.

Another respondent echoed that students learn from one another. Retention will not go down when someone is held accountable and kicked out. Others will see that and choose to stay! Students will benefit from learning more about the community – especially through more service learning. The service learning emphasis was agreed upon by all respondents and would help reduce the misbehavior out of the classroom.

Related to how the University responds to requests from the community, a respondent said when a community person hears the word “no” from the institution, he or she will not likely try again. It is a cultural thing in the community; they do not want to be refused.

A respondent added that every member of the institution is a public relations person. University employees’ job is to help everyone who calls to the extent they can.

A follow-up question was asked of the respondents – “Are community members getting pushback?”
One respondent said that some folks in the community have asked about aid, told that we can’t do much for them. Faculty or professional people should be going out into the school systems - the elementary schools, too--to make connections. Ask the kids to ask you questions. When area residents feel they can go to someone at OU, they’ll go to them. Make these connections early!
One story from a respondent involves the Ohio University History Department’s receiving requests from high school and elementary school students to help with research. An additional thing to consider: ILGARD should be expanded so much – it may be the most important thing connected with OHIO. It should become a regional service. The respondent would love to have an ILGARD person at each higher education institution. Other regional areas would benefit so much from that!

Another respondent concurred, stating that entities such as ILGARD help to build capacity for the region. The key would be to expand ILGARD to help develop the studies to break generational, coal, research, and river issues. Also, the educational requirements for students must be expanded. They need to study abroad. OHIO should help fund these types of initiatives to help them get overseas. Some institutions require students to be employed while being a student. Institutions should make sure students give back to the community and the institution.

One other thing is the OUCOM – we have a tremendous number of health-care needs in the region. OUCOM has the opportunity to get some direct-line funding from the state to ensure our local, Southeast Ohio communities receive the necessary medical care. Some communities are just hurting for it.

One question asked by a respondent – “Should the University look at making [O’Bleness] a University hospital? Doctors of Osteopathy don’t stay because the medical infrastructure is not here. Southeast Ohio doesn’t have that.

From this respondent’s perspective, the highest demand for jobs in this country will be for two-year diploma jobs. It is redundant that we have 4-year degree in English at Rio Grande with four different majors. They have a specialist in Shakespeare, but all incoming students need remedial education. Why does OHIO only offer one remedial class? OHIO should do what we do best and stick with it!

Community Focus Group 2


On April 8, 2006, at 9:45 a.m., a focus group made up of four community leaders from various agencies around the Athens area met to discuss Vision Ohio in Baker Center, Room 329. Moderator: Michele Sheets. Recorders: David Graham, Jon Jump.

With what services or partnership programs involving the University are you involved with, or have you been involved?

· Student internships

· Service learning

· Volunteerism 

· George Voinovich Center (GVC)

· Supervising practicums

· Multicultural programs

· Research grants

· Professional development

What benefits or advantages have you encountered in working with the University?

· Internship opportunities benefiting both community and university

· GVC – has provided assistance for community development 

· Joint research opportunities

· Community spirit – Athletics

· Cultural diversity – International programs

· Intellectual experience – Arts, concerts, etc.

What problems or obstacles have you encountered in working with the University?

· Little or no follow-up from university

· Staff turnover and consistent of relationships

· Community agencies are invited to join initiative as afterthought

· Decentralized processes for joint collaborations

· Create programs that cause a burden on community

· Not a sustained commitment from faculty community programs

· Lack of grant proposal review process to ensure alignment with community and university priorities

· Working with only a select group of community agencies

· Geographical concerns for Athens and surrounding counties

· Lack of funding for programming

· Fragmented communication

· Poor University connection to communities surrounding Athens

What opportunities might you see for partnerships in the future with the University? What would the University have to do to make those ideas happen and work well?

· Orientation for students regarding surrounding communities, services learning, religious organizations and community services.

· Investing in local retailers, services, and artists: For example, OU has committed to purchased 10 percent of their produce from local providers

·   More input from community agencies about the things they need

· Appalachian Scholars program 

· University mentoring regional high schools students about OHIO
· Sharing facilities

· Strengthen nondegree programs for job training for regional citizens

· Mentoring staff at local agencies through training and continuing education

· Create an office for external and community affairs at OHIO
· More exposure for Marching 110 in regional events

· GVC work cooperatively and not competitively with local and regional agencies

· Create a clearinghouse for student internships so the university can track and acknowledge services completed

· Replicate the success of GVC across campus and regional campuses 

Community Focus Group 3

Facilitators: Chandra Bell, Todd Everett, Scott Markland.

Question 1: Affiliation With University

Various community agencies

Question 2: Benefits/Advantages

Graduate students provide labor pool for research related to community-action efforts.
Funding for community projects.
Athens is the major employer in the region.
Educator of the local work force.
Provides continuing education and workforce development.
WOUB provides public radio//television only public news sources in Appalachian region.
College of Medicine supports low-income as sole Medicaid provider.
Research projects (watershed, forestry, economic development).
Child care.
Kids on Campus.
Access to university with regard to arts programs and other activities.
Use of some of current articulation agreements that benefit both OHIO and community colleges.
Great resource base for acquiring grants.
Not many deep pockets in the community so University is like the big corporation in a company town.
Fund raising difficult in the region – OHIO provides resource of minds and space.
Community health services varied in helpfulness depending on the project. 

Employees can come to OHIO for grad school.
Continuing education (principal/superintendent seminars).
Hire many OHIO grads as teachers and those teachers come to OHIO for grad school.
Question 3: Problems/Obstacles

Communication problems within the branch systems (turnaround time, bureaucracy, decision-making).
Lost focus on the SW Ohio region: sent a university rep to college info day only when OHIO learned that Miami would be in attendance.
Administration fee for grants is problematic.
Mission seems to be driven by “where the money is” versus the needs of the region.
No long-term commitment to agencies.
Poor recruitment of low-income students.
Focus on national prominence versus regional needs.
Branches are inflexible to responding to customer needs based on the main campus’ bureaucracy.
OHIO might as well be three countries away: no 2+2 or articulation agreements with my institution.
No report back on outcomes of research or community projects.
Lack of understanding of needs of Appalachian community.
Hard to give OHIO money; bureaucratic.
Branches are more connected to region than main campus.
Web site has poor driving directions.
Lack of signage around campus.
Who makes decisions, especially for branch campuses?
Difficult to transfer courses from branches to main campus.
Not tapping into poverty and environmental issues.
OHIO exacerbates the socio-economic disparity because they do not recruit lower-income students.
Question 4: Opportunities

Degree-completion programs.
Bringing professors to community college campus to provide resources to students in the region.
Focus on solving real problems (environment, education, poverty).
Educate deans and faculty on the region.
Use “joint design” on project development.
Recruit more students from the area.
Create programs to transition students to the HE system.
Increase participatory research and technology transfer.
Use innovative teaching methods (distance learning).
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