I. Introduction

In the fall of 2015, a presidential task force (or “HUB”) was convened to research, discuss, and make recommendations regarding the history and purposes of community engagement at MICA. The Rethinking Community Engagement (“C/E Rethink”) HUB met throughout the 2015-16 Academic Year. This included nine monthly meetings of the full task force, and over thirty working sessions of the four sub-committees (or “subHUBS”) that were formed to work on specific areas of focus within the task force’s overall charge.

At the beginning of the year, after reviewing an initial work plan issued by the president (attached), the task force adopted the following statement of purpose as the guiding framework for our work:

Charge:
The HUB group on rethinking community engagement (“CE Rethink”) has been established to assess the history and current state­of­the­art of community engagement work @ MICA, and to articulate a clear and comprehensive vision for the development and support of this work going forward. In keeping with the principles and practices of “engaged” work, we envision the HUB group as an organizational locus for research and discussions that will take place across the MICA community. Although the phrase “community engagement” is used throughout this document, we recognize that this term itself may be revisited as part of the HUB process. 
Goals and Objectives: 
1. To create a more widely shared understanding of the history and trajectory of community engagement at MICA.
2. To identify strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats to advancing community engagement at MICA.  
3. To research and draw insight and ideas from model programs and best practices in higher education and at other colleges and universities.  
4. To develop a written community engagement vision, mission, and values statement for MICA. 
5. To create institutional recommendations regarding appropriate strategies for the development of external and community partnerships, curriculum, co-curriculum, and infrastructure (resources, staffing, structure, and governance).
6. To develop a formal set of recommendations (“Action Plan”) that incorporate all of the above, including recommendations for timeline and budget.  

The aim of this report is to provide an end-of-year account of our progress in meeting these goals and objectives as well as an overview of the process we have followed and the learning that has taken place concerning the purposes and future of community-engaged work at MICA.  We conclude with a set of recommendations and a series of “next steps” for carrying this work forward. 


II.  	Getting Our Bearings:  On the Meaning and Purposes of “Community Engagement”

We began our work as a task force with a series of share-outs from leaders of various community-based programs, courses, or initiatives that have been developed and are currently ongoing at MICA. We also worked as a group to assemble an initial audit of all of the programs, courses, initiatives, partnerships, etc., of which we were aware to create a collective mapping of “community engagement @ MICA.”  The list was HUGE.  It was also incomplete and fragmentary, and pointed to the fact that—both at the College and in the task force—we were operating without a shared understanding of “community engagement,” and the meaning and purposes of this work. Our initial discussions in the task force focused on our different experiences with “community engagement” at MICA, on tensions and contradictions in relationships between “institutions” and “communities” that are part of this work, and on the historical and philosophical principles around which we wanted to frame our aspirations for the task force and for engaged work at MICA going forward.

As context for this discussion, we read and discussed an essay entitled the “Democratic Engagement White Paper.”[footnoteRef:1] In this paper the authors argue that a central purpose of community engagement is to provide students with concrete experiences of collaborative problem-solving and reciprocal knowledge-sharing that model practices of democratic citizenship. Further, they argue for a transformation of our conception of community engagement from an institutional practice focused on “activity and place,” where colleges and universities are seen as providing expert knowledge to communities-in-need, to a more relational, reciprocal, and collaborative approach that focuses on “processes and purposes,” or what they call practices of “democratic engagement.” These practices are anchored within the norms and values of democratic culture—inclusiveness, participation, reciprocity and an equality of respect for diverse knowledge and perspectives—and are transformative of conventional relationships between “institutions” and “communities”: [1:  Saltmarsh, J., Hartley, M. and P.H. Clayton, “Democratic Engagement White Paper,” (2009) Boston, MA: New England Resource Center for Higher Education.] 


Democratic engagement locates the university within an ecosystem of knowledge production. In this ecosystem, the university interacts with outside knowledge producers in order to create new problem-solving knowledge through a multi-directional flow of knowledge and expertise. In this paradigm, students learn cooperative and creative problem-solving within learning environments in which faculty, students, and individuals from the community work and deliberate together. Politics is understood through explicit awareness and experiencing of patterns of power that are present in the relationship between the university and community.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Saltmarsh et al., p. 9.] 


On this view, models of community engagement that focus on “activity and place” often fail to move beyond outreach or service, and thereby reinstate assumptions about power and privilege in the relationship between the institutions and their surrounding communities. In contrast, approaches focused on “democratic processes and purposes” establish relational frameworks that model democratic norms and values “such that democratic values are part of the leadership of administrators, the scholarly work of faculty, the educational work of staff, and the leadership development and learning outcomes of students.”[footnoteRef:3]  In short, a focus on processes and purposes includes critical reflection on institutional culture and seeks to make reforms to that culture consistent with the values that inform this work.  [3:  Saltmarsh et al., p. 6.] 


In general, the task force affirmed this second, more transformative conception of community engagement and saw a strong affinity between the democratic norms and values of inclusiveness, participation, reciprocity, equality and mutual respect and our own core values at MICA.[footnoteRef:4] Here, much of our discussion centered on our ability or failure to maintain long-term, successful partnerships that are mutually beneficial to MICA and our partners in the community. The task force also affirmed a holistic conception of student educational experience that takes place across a range of formal and informal learning experiences and the importance of developing processes for examining our own institutional culture at MICA as expressive of these core values across all of these various dimensions of learning.   [4:  See Appendix A, “MICA Core Values.”] 


Based on these discussions, the task force adopted an approach to its charge that was both highly aspirational and highly pragmatic. Given that our aspirations were to develop an approach to community engagement that would serve as a platform for institutional transformation, we asked:  What are the key elements, or areas of focus, that will be most important in realizing that vision?  We then established working groups (“subHUBS”) around these different areas of focus. Following are the four subHUBS that were established in early November:

1) Mission, Vision and Guiding Principles
2) Student Educational Experience 
3) Partnership Strategy
4) Culture of Engagement 

Our practice throughout the remainder of the year was to work in these subHUBS between the monthly meetings of the full task force, and to use these larger meetings to present and discuss findings and directions for development, with a view toward converging this work as we were developing it. The remainder of this report traces the key threads of this convergence through the work of the different subHUBS, and concludes with a summary of our recommendations, including a synthesis of this work and key areas for further development.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  For a listing of all of the subHUBs and their membership, see Appendix B.] 



III.	Mission, Vision and Guiding Principles

This workgroup focused on articulating a mission, vision, and the philosophical and ethical framework for community engagement at MICA. Like the other workgroups, this subHUB focused initially on MICA’s history, exploring why MICA as a college has embraced community engagement in the past and why it will be important to develop and amplify this work in the future.

The approach of the sub-hub encouraged dialogue with the common belief that how we address community engagement and the principles of community engagement will change the practice of education at MICA. The members of the subHUB agreed that MICA is a college that can and does fundamentally engage in innovation through visual and critical practices. In brainstorming, drafting, benchmarking, and proposing language, this subHUB has deliberately left the door open to a next phase of vetting and discussion, as well as for new and unexpected opportunities and unpredictable global and local changes. It is also a vision that looks forward to the time when MICA as an institution will explicitly model the behaviors it aims to cultivate in its students.

This subHUB focused in particular on crafting concise, clear, and inclusive drafts of the following statements:
· Mission for Community Engagement at MICA
· Vision for Community Engagement at MICA
· Rationale for Community Engagement at MICA
· Definition of Creative Citizenship at MICA
· Practice Frameworks for Community Engagement at MICA
· Name Proposals (to replace the name of the Office of Community Engagement)

The different statements below represent the culminating work of the Mission, Vision, Guiding Principles subHUB.  Although these statements are offered as “drafts” to be taken forward to other groups and venues for further revision and confirmation, they reflect careful consideration and numerous rounds of feedback from the larger task force. 

· Mission for Community Engagement at MICA [Draft]:
MICA equips students to actively apply exemplary creative practices and skills to envision and advance a diverse, dynamic and equitable society and healthy environment.

· Vision for Community Engagement at MICA [Draft]:
Working holistically and seamlessly within its curriculum, through campus life and student activities, and in concert with faculty, staff, students and the community through direct action embedded in and with community (??), MICA prepares for and practices creative citizenship. MICA’s actions reverberate throughout Baltimore and the world by advancing the common good—culturally, socially, economically, and environmentally.

· Rationale for Community Engagement at MICA [Draft]:
We believe that a MICA education integrates an active, engaged, reciprocal approach to creative practices so that students graduate as creative citizens who participate in diverse, inclusive, sustainable and mutually empowering communities.

We believe that the mindsets and skills that an ever-evolving MICA education imparts can be applied to a broad range of disciplines and cross-cultural, economic, social, ethical and environmental contexts while abiding by the principles and practices of social justice.

We believe that MICA and its community of students, faculty, and staff can actively engage locally and globally to advance the needs, interests, wellbeing and future of both an equitable society and sustainable environment.

· Definition of Creative Citizenship at MICA [Draft]:
Creative citizens at MICA are art and design professionals who apply their skills, mindsets and vision to actively advance and support a healthier, more equitable society, sustainable communities and environment.

· Practice Frameworks for Community Engagement at MICA [draft]:
A distilled list of terms and phrases that reference how MICA practices this work now, or might do so in the future.

Process: Strategic; Collaborative; Reciprocal; Transparent; Integrity
Outcomes: Aligned with MICA mission and learning outcomes; Win-win relationships; Sustained partnerships and action; Larger good—cultural, social, economic, environmental; Social justice and equity; Mutually defined excellence
Ethics: Authentic; Humble; Context awareness and context-based action; Results over rhetoric

· Name Proposals (to replace “Office of Community Engagement”) [draft]:

· The Center of Creativity and Common Good (C3G)
· The Collective of Creativity and Common Good (C3G)
· The Center for Creative Citizenship (C3)
· The Catalyst for Creative Citizenship (C3)

In considering the best approach to carrying this work forward, the subHUB on Mission, Vision, and Guiding Frameworks has developed the following set of recommendations for “next steps”:

1. Establish a process for sharing the language developed in this group outside of Hub to further evaluate its appropriateness, saliency, etc.

2. Establish a process for applying and testing out macro-recommendations pertaining to community engagement to departmental and program needs and interests.

3. Once these macro-recommendations have been validated, individual departments and programs should craft concise educational outcomes and core competencies specific to community engagement that are unique to their own pursuits, and can be evaluated as part of the assessment cycle at MICA.

4. Responding to new outcomes, departments and programs write or revise curricular and co-curricular programs grounded in building partnerships and fostering creative citizenship.


IV.	Creating and Supporting a Culture of Engagement

The focus of the Culture of Engagement subHUB group was to research and develop a set of recommendations for institutional policies, practices and structures that will support a culture of engagement at MICA. By “culture of engagement,” the group meant an environment in which all members of the MICA community—students, faculty, and staff—participate in and contribute to MICA’s community-engaged mission, vision, values and goals. 
   
The Culture of Engagement group asked and answered a series of questions. Key among these were: 

· How can community-engaged approaches and values become integral to how we operate and how we measure our success as an institution? 
· How is such work supported? What are the right organizational structures, and should they be centralized or decentralized? 
· How and over what period of time should this culture and any resulting structures be introduced and integrated into the larger institutional whole?

The group began with field research conducted both online and through phone interviews with key individuals at peer institutions. Members worked to locate and identify characteristics of exemplary programs, policies and structures within colleges and universities that have recognized as socially-engaged institutions of higher education. Two benchmark designations guided this exploration:  the Carnegie Classification for Community Engagement and Campus Compact’s Indicators of An Engaged Campus.[footnoteRef:6] The group also investigated several “socially responsible” business ventures to identify the ways in which for-profit companies have woven a commitment to the common good into their operations and their brand.  [6:  See Appendix C, “Indicators of an Engaged Campus”] 


As research progressed, it became clear that the colleges and universities with exemplary programs and practices were those in which community engagement was “in the DNA” of the institution.  It was not a stand alone effort. It was in evidence throughout the institution:  in the mission, in the curriculum, in  the institutional values. It often had its own center. It was easy to locate and was a visible part of the school’s brand.  Inspired by these and other characteristics of what came to be known as “DNA Schools,” the Culture of Engagement group created the MICA  “Wheel of Engagement”[footnoteRef:7] [footnote and link] as a way to begin visualizing what this might look like and how this might function at MICA.  [7:  See Appendix D, “Wheel of Engagement”  ] 


[bookmark: _GoBack]The Wheel of Engagement visualizes five interrelated components of an engaged campus, each of which is intended to work in concert with the other to create and support a culture of engagement on the MICA campus and in the MICA community. These components include: Visible Brand, Resource Allocation, Assessment and Accountability, Student Experience and Policies and Practices.  The Wheel of Engagement combines key research findings with an inventory of activities already in progress at MICA upon which MICA can build.[footnoteRef:8]  As expressed, MICA’s community engagement mission and values will be supported not only in the student experience, but in the experience of MICA faculty and staff as well; not just in the programs we launch, but in the courses we teach, the faculty we hire, in our budget priorities and fundraising campaigns, in our student recruitment strategies and our approach to hiring and promotion.  [8:  See Appendix E, “Map of  Community Engagement Activity at MICA”] 


Having identified and agreed upon the ways in which MICA could operate as a “DNA School,” it was further agreed that there remains a need for a centralized entity or structure to coordinate and support this work.  Resisting the urge to immediately define and staff this effort, it was agreed that this structure needs to be developed in tandem with other emerging MICA structures and priorities. These include: diversity and inclusion, technology planning, and new and existing degree programs. For this reason, HUB focused not on specific roles, responsibilities and budgets; but on desired characteristics and functions for this structure, or “platform.”  These include:

Platform Characteristics
· Support the strategic goals of the college, not just it’s own goals as a platform
· Be structured in ways that will allow it to flex and evolve over time (to meet current and future needs)
· Be accessible and easy to navigate for all our stakeholders – inside and outside the institution.
· Have capacity to gather and analyze data
· Be strategic in its choices, making best use of new and existing resources
· Model MICA’s aspirations as a "Super School”

Platform Functions
· Tools and Resources (funding, tool kits?)
· Partnership Development and Management (intake, stewardship, risk management)
· Curricular Initiatives (community-based teaching and learning)
· Co-curricular Initiatives (staff engagement, policies and procedures, student leadership)
· Systems and Data (metrics, accountability, assessment)

Platform Users
· Students: prospective, undergraduate, graduate, open studies, alumni
· Employees: faculty and staff
· Partners: community organizations, schools, funders, investors, business and government

In considering the best approach to carrying this work forward, the Culture of Engagement subHUB group developed the following recommendations for “next steps”:

1. Adopt the Wheel of Engagement as a guiding framework for MICA as a whole, to ensure that Community Engagement is being considered in a pan-institutional fashion, and does not remain siloed.

2. Create an institutional platform to support the goals, aspirations and strategies articulated within the Wheel of Engagement and honoring the platform characteristics, functions and users identified and prioritized by HUB. This should be developed in tandem with other emerging structures and priorities at MICA.

3. Create a HUB Extension Committee to continue the work of HUB into AY17. The HUB Extension Committee will develop action strategies for actionable components of this year’s HUB recommendations. The committee will interface with the President’s Task Force on Diversity, Equity, Inclusion and Globalization and will work to integrate its efforts with the Technology Planning process and other emerging structures and priorities on campus.


V. 	Student Educational Experience

The Student Educational Experience subHUB focused on articulating a holistic approach to student learning that is aligned with the statements of mission, vision, etc. (above), and on developing an approach to incorporating this historically-grounded/emergent vision of community engagement into the full range of MICA’s curricular, co-curricular and informal learning strategies.  In terms of deliverables, the main goals for this subHUB were:

· To map the current state of community engagement programming within the curriculum and co-curriculum.
· To develop a series of reference documents and strategies that support the mission and vision of this work and provide additional pedagogical context.
· To identify conditions of success that can be used to assess and advance the work of rethinking and implementing community engagement at MICA. 

Significant work has been accomplished at MICA over the past several years to establish shared learning outcomes throughout the academic program. More recently, this effort has extended to co-curricular areas as well. This subHUB devoted its initial efforts to reviewing how the values and practices of community engagement appear in these learning outcomes at the institutional (ILO) and programmatic (PLO) levels.  Our question was whether the kind of learning associated with community engagement could be traced from MICA’s mission statement to the institutional learning outcomes, and then to the learning outcomes for individual programs and courses within programs.[footnoteRef:9]  We also looked at the co-curricular programs as there has been a great deal of work to establish learning outcomes and assessment strategies in these areas as well. [9:  See Appendix F, “Framework for Mapping MICA’s CE ‘DNA’ in Student Educational Experience.”] 


Our findings indicate that the concepts and approaches to community engagement discussed in the CE HUB appear in our current curricular mapping in a very sporadic and uneven manner: 
 
· They are not clearly present in the current mission for the college. 
· They are present at the level of Institutional Learning Outcomes (ILOs), particularly in the explicit value placed on “community,” and the goals for student preparation; in particular #6, which states that “[MICA prepares its graduates to] work effectively with diverse communities, locally and globally, through collaboration, empathy, curiosity and open-mindedness.”[footnoteRef:10]   [10:  See Appendix G, “Maryland Institute College of Art/Institutional Learning Outcomes.”] 

· When we move to the divisional or program level, these concepts and approaches are very specifically emphasized in some areas and in others they are entirely absent. 

This unevenness in the curriculum is to be expected since some areas such as Community Arts, Curatorial Practice and Social Design have an explicit focus on publicly engaged pedagogy and demonstrate a more direct connection to these concepts and approaches, whereas many of the programs in other fields make little or no reference in their PLOs or course-level SLOs to these terms.  The important question however is whether the approaches and outcomes associated with community engagement are important enough to be incorporated into our institutional mission, on the one hand, and then further, where specific learning outcomes have been identified at the institutional level (ILOs), we need to be able to demonstrate how they are actually being accomplished at the divisional, program and course levels.  This possibility of “connecting the dots” across the different levels of educational mission and learning experiences is a crucial element of the academic integrity of our programs.

In the absence of these concrete connections within the curriculum, it is not surprising that there is a lack of information and of visible maps or pathways to guide students in shaping their learning experience to include community engagement as a central component, or set of experiences.  In addition, many of the classes and experiences that connect to this work happen within specific programs or within courses within programs open to majors only.  If we are to make this type of work central to the experience of MICA graduates, it will be important to make clear where these experiences are located and how they can be accessed at different points in students’ college careers.[footnoteRef:11] [11:  See Appendix H, “CE Sub-Hub: Engagement & Student Educational Experience — Spectrum.” ] 


In considering the best approach to carrying this work forward, the subHUB on Student Educational Experience has developed the following set of recommendations for “next steps”:

1. Establish a process for translating the guiding philosophy for community engagement at MICA into institutional learning outcomes:  This would involve both the establishment of these principles at the level of institutional mission and the redrafting of at least one of the ILOs to more concisely reflect the definition of “creative citizenship” developed by the mission, vision, guiding frameworks group.[footnoteRef:12]  [12:  The Student Educational Experience group has developed an initial overview of core competencies that is intended to align with the concept of “creative citizenship.”  See Appendix I, “Creative Citizenship.”] 


2. Close the gaps in the curriculum and co-curriculum: In order to “bake” community engagement and creative citizenship “into the bread” of MICA a process should be initiated to engage the larger MICA community around the mission and ILOs and resources should be developed to help programs imagine how they might contribute to the development of such outcomes as they pertain to their discipline. There is also a need for a role/position/entity/facilitator that will have significant influence and be an advocate for integrating community engagement across the college with sufficient influence and agency in both the curricular and co-curricular areas of the institution. 
   
3. Empower students to curate or design their own path into creative citizenship: MICA should work to articulate clear pathways to guide and empower students to shape their educational experience through curricular and co-curricular opportunities to be exposed to, engage in, and integrate community engagement/creative citizenship into their practice.

4. Rethink curriculum and course structure/delivery to enhance open access:  Strategies include developing offerings in the common curriculum that give open access to community engagement/creative citizenship regardless of major or program and creating opportunities for longer-term projects in community that go beyond the constraints of individual semesters and academic calendar.


VI.	Partnership Strategies

The Partnership Strategy subHUB explored the ways in which community-engaged partnerships can be launched, nurtured, evaluated, and sustained for best possible outcomes and to advance the mission of the College. This subHUB worked to: 

· Define “partnership” including the various types of partnerships and their respective purposes and characteristics. 
· Explore the ways in which partnerships are leveraged to provide strategic advancement of the institutional and its community engagement mission 
· Create a partnership framework rubric that looks at three partnership models and the requirements and benefits of these various levels of engagement for the institution[footnoteRef:13] [13:  See Appendix J, “Partnership Framework Draft”] 


Members of this group conducted internet research, reviewed resources provided by MICA’s Director of Community Engagement, and conducted several field interviews. The group looked both within MICA and to peer organizations to identify various partnership development models and practices. Institutions researched included: Johns Hopkins University, Loyola University Maryland, Otis College of Art and Design, the University of Chicago, and Artplace America. Areas examined included: current partners, contracts/proposals, websites and mission statements and/or branding relating to community engagement. 

Like the Culture of Engagement group, the Partnership Strategy group found that highly “engaged” colleges, universities and nonprofit organizations share the following characteristics: 

· Community engagement is deeply rooted in both mission and curricula
· Definitions of community engagement and related program descriptions are prominently located on institutional and organizational websites
· Donor funding is raised for community-engagement offices and projects
· Significant staff capacity is dedicated to community-engagement projects

Further, the Partnership Strategy group found that longer-term, sustainable partnerships are critical to successful community-engaged work and that community partners are more invested and impact is greater if engagement is year-round versus based on an academic calendar (“disruption” felt when projects begin and end with class terms).

When looking within MICA, the group observed that community engaged work on the MICA campus takes many forms and has many entry points—from students, faculty and staff building their own partnerships and alliances, to the College entering into formal contracts with strategic community partners. Partnerships are also managed at many levels and by many different people, leaving the College “blind” to all of the different entities or communities in which our community members are making, facilitating, leading, supporting, or initiating community impact. The group also found that students, particularly those lacking a natural connection to Baltimore City, require significant assistance in partnership building. 
 
In considering the best approach to carrying this work forward, the Partnership Strategy group developed the following recommendations for “next steps”: 

1. Create the structure/s necessary to support effective, ethical and impactful community-partnered activity at MICA by:
a. Creating or strengthening a dedicated office to serve as a “funnel” for community-partnered activity, thereby becoming a hub and connector for partnership activity throughout the institution.  
b. Charging a dedicated staff person with responsibility for drafting, reviewing, revising and assessing the need for formal contracts and agreements with current and potential partners. 
c. Updating the current toolkit available to MICA students, faculty and staff engaging in community-partnered activity. Items to include: partnership agreements,  [leader referrals ???], definitions, an inventory of projects. 

2. Create a mechanism for tracking community-partnered activity in order to support better internal coordination, to identify strategic gaps and opportunities, and to analyze and articulate impact — locally, nationally, and globally.

3. Adopt the Community Partnership Framework as a tool to make smart partnership decisions and to establish and periodically review expectations with partners. Considerations for entering into a new partnership include: whether the partnership requires a contract, how resources will be allocated and shared, etc.

4. Establish feedback mechanisms that allow for honest, two-way conversation and in-process assessment of partnership activity and goals. The rubric that was established to assist in partnership decision-making and resource allocations can also be used for this purpose. Important questions to ask include: is new knowledge being equitably created and shared within the partnerships? Are we doing what we said we would do? Is the effort meeting its goals?

5. Wherever possible, link partnership activity to policy priorities [whose priorities? MICA’s? Baltimore’s? those of the art and design and education fields?] and prioritize partnerships that advance social justice or align with MICA’s core values.


VII.	Conclusion:  Summary Recommendations and Remaining Questions

Through a process of discussion, research, modeling and critical reflection, the CE Rethink Hub has developed a conception of community engagement that is expansive, values-driven, inclusive, accountable to our partners, mission-aligned, and organically woven into the fabric of MICA’s history and future as an institution.  Consistent with a “process and purpose” orientation, we conceive this work as an open-ended and dynamic process for developing the educational experience of our students and transforming MICA as an institution in line with a set of core values that we hold in common as an academic and creative community. 

This is not a finished conception, but a place to start.  It is an idea—or set of ideas—that now needs to be taken out of this room and this specific group of people, to be discussed, reflected upon, tested and worked with more widely in the MICA community and beyond.  For this reason, our “summary recommendations” represent a synthesis of the different recommendations developed by the subHUBs, organized around a process of engagement for developing and building this work within our broader institutional and community context.

Summary Recommendations:

1.	Immediate next steps:  
· A “HUB Extension Committee” should be formed as a successor to the CE Rethink HUB to coordinate the implementation of the recommendations in this report.  The charge for this group should be task-oriented and time-limited.  The membership should be limited in size (6-8 people) and should be determined by area accountability and the need to have other groups (e.g. the HUB on Mission; the task force on diversity) connected to this work. 
· This report should be made available for comment to the entire MICA community (staff, faculty, students). In addition, we should do outreach to specific groups, offices, and/or programs who have an historical commitment to this work—both within and outside of MICA—to invite detailed comment on this report. [Timeline:  Begin distribution in summer; comments received by September 15, 2016].
· A first task of the HUB Extension Committee will be to assemble this commentary and use it as a basis for developing a work plan for implementing the final recommendations. [Timeline:  September-October 2016].

2.	Mission + Vision:
· A representative, or representatives, of the CE Rethink HUB/HUB Extension Committee should be appointed to the HUB on Mission and Vision to be convened in the Fall of 2016.  
· The concept of “creative citizenship” and the language developed by the mission, vision, and guiding principles and student educational experience subHUBs should be part of the discussion of this HUB. [Timeline: Draft Mission + Vision to MICA community by spring 2017].
· As part of the HUB on Mission and Vision, consider whether or not MICA should pursue the Carnegie Classification for Community Engagement in tandem with its upcoming re-accreditation process.

3.	Development of the Curriculum and Co-Curriculum
· A process should be established for translating the guiding philosophy for community engagement at MICA into institutional learning outcomes that will frame the student educational experience going forward.  
· Since this process will need to align with the work of the HUB on Mission and Vision and with our self-study/accreditation process, the initial planning should take place within the Provost’s Council, working with the academic Chairs and Directors, the academic committee of Faculty Assembly and appropriate representatives from Student Affairs. [Timeline:  Begin in spring 2017]. 
· The principles of curricular/co-curricular integration, empowerment of students to customize their education, and enhancing open access across these different learning experiences should be built into our academic planning processes. 

4.	Building the Platform
· The HUB Extension Committee should be formed with particular attention to assembling the expertise necessary to finalize and develop the institutional “platform” for community engagement at MICA.
· The “Wheel of Engagement,” the overview of “platform characteristics,” “functions,” and “users,” and the development of infrastructure for stewarding partnerships (above) should be used as a guiding framework for this work. 

5.	Engagement + Accountability
· In addition to working to coordinate the implementation of the other recommendations in this report, the HUB Extension Committee should develop an overall engagement and accountability strategy with the explicit aim and charge of broadening the stakeholder base for this work both inside and outside of the institution and institutionalizing community engagement at MICA. 
· MICA should create policy to better support employee participation in community-engaged activities. Although employee participation would not be mandated, the goal is to have a critical mass of staff and faculty involved and to build community engagement into the core of the MICA community’s values.

In addition, it is important to note that throughout this year, a second college-wide task force—the President’s Task Force on Diversity, Equity, Inclusion and Globalization—has also been meeting, and has been doing different but related work, also with the aim of transforming elements of MICA’s institutional culture.  However, there has been little discussion or coordination between these two groups. This is understandable, since each of these task forces has been intensely focused on their own charges and the direction their particular process has taken them.  However, we also want to be sensitive to the possibility for fragmentation in our own institutional discussions and culture. It is our belief that we need to make the convergence of work on community engagement and the agenda being pursued by the President’s Task Force on Diversity, Equity, Inclusion and Globalization an explicit priority for AY2016-17.

Finally, as a group comprising faculty, staff, and institutional leadership, we want to acknowledge that our way of functioning as a group—of talking honestly and openly, of working across areas and functions, of sharing responsibility for our collective work—is prototypical of the kind of organizational practice and institutional culture we are aspiring to build.  

In their essay on “democratic engagement,” Saltmarsh et al. distinguish between “first order changes” that “make what already exists more efficient and more effective, without disturbing the basic organizational features,” and “second order changes” which “introduce new goals, structures, and roles that transform familiar ways of doing things into new ways of solving persistent problems.”[footnoteRef:14]  Clearly the deeper and more meaningful discussions of the CE Rethink HUB have centered on a conception of community engagement that aspires to second order change that not only is of value and makes a difference for our community partners, but transforms who we are, what we do, and how we do it as well.  [14:  Saltmarsh et al., p. 13.] 
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