a.k.a. Well-Being Institute

Core Planning Team

Meeting Notes from May 1, 2008
ATTENDEES: 
Augustin, Bowman, Terhune, Finney, Rife, Spagna
DISCUSSION
Augustin noted that 35 organizational scans have been submitted to date. Members suggested that new organizational scans look towards the new model, which is more comprehensive and holistic in approach. (Wellness is just one dimension of this initiative rather than the focus.) 
Spagna and Finney briefed members on the recent meeting with Feucht-Haviar, and the revised document,” Partnering for Community Enrichment: Building the Essential Capacities of the Community though CSUN Education, Service, Scholarship, and Engaged Support.” Spagna touched upon how ‘wellness’ can insinuate that individuals are not living well, whereas community partnerships build upon the idea of mutual relationships with the community. Finney also commented that the whole notion of ‘wellness’ may change in light of the Baby Boomer generation’s coming of age. 
Members discussed various issues related to the idea of community partnerships, including:
· On-going, evolving, and fluid relationships with the community

· Engage community whenever and wherever needed

· Living organism – organic, systemic, variables are not linear – investing relationships with community. (Need to be evolutionary in order to stay current.)

· Committed to developing new programs on campus that are responsive to community needs (if we don’t have it, we’ll find it or create it)

· University’s ability to be agile/nimble and responsive to ever-changing community needs

· Accentuate strengths of the university and the potential of the community 
· Expertise of campus is always evolving – not stagnant

· Recognition of the importance of clinical service and the aspect of hands-on, practical learning, applied experience, internships. Not competitive in nature but collaborative.

· Students/staff/faculty/agents have cultural competencies – individuals respond appropriately to diversity and cultural sensitivities of the community’s  populations (which in turn lend to center’s sustainability) 

· Sustainability – the university will stand the test of time

In order to respond to emerging needs, need an evaluation/assessment component that will continue to feed back what is learned in and about the community. Possible sources: Hellenbrand’s “clients as agents;” also, students/graduates – important to keep them connected and in the loop. 
Need a name that individuals can identify with – program needs to evoke confidence and inspiration – a solid, structured entity. Suggestions: “Partnership for Community Enrichment”

“Institute for Partnership for Community Enrichment”

Develop consultative process – engage internal stakeholders once structure solidified. Bowman to develop a ‘Network Map’ that provides room for other areas -- wellness is the first model we’re pursuing; other areas of opportunity exist in other disciplines. View as an umbrella organization – all centers can join if interested. Do not want faculty to feel disenfranchised.

Relationship to Funders: Never want to extend beyond mission, yet accentuate the program’s unique perspective of a holistic, community enrichment approach.  Challenge: can’t be too broad; can’t be all things to all people. Proposals to utilize core preamble and key features, then customize based on funding source.

Recognize connections of existing internal and external stakeholders.  Incorporate programs to support employers and social service agencies in the community.  Keep current funding partners connected in order to generate continued excitement and reinforce issue of sustainability

Comments on meeting discussion from Matt Terhune:

As we discussed at yesterday’s meeting, a few things to keep in mind as the Center takes shape, particularly from a grants procurement/fundraising perspective:  

 

Sustainability- the majority of corporate/foundation funders are not interested in providing programmatic support for more than a few years.  Accordingly, they expect all potential grantees to exhibit a detailed strategy for sustaining their programs beyond a particular grant period.  More on this in the third point.

  

Applied, responsive nature of our academic programs and the proposed Center- “responsive grantmaking” has become a key term in grants over the last decade for foundations like The California Endowment and others.  Increasingly, private and public funders are drawn to organizations that identify and address unmet needs in their communities as opposed to developing models that have little to do with what is actually happening in those communities.  Unfortunately, many universities have the reputation of being prescriptive when it comes to community work.   We’ll have to make a case for what Cal State Northridge does quite well: acting cooperatively and building on the work of existing nonprofits and community-based organizations by being responsive.   We’ll also want to highlight our unique position as a university that adds value to the efforts of community organizations and assists with capacity-building activities (board development, program evaluation) to strengthen them.   Yesterday, I used our Career Opportunities in Research Program (COR) as an example of a highly applied effort in which students base their research on what they learn from internships with local CBOs.  Spero made an excellent point about the significance of structuring a kind of feedback loop to document those experiences university-wide in an effort to demonstrate our ongoing commitment to being responsive.  

 

Leveraging existing resources/relationships of potential stakeholders-  since there are many departments and programs currently involved in meaningful projects in the community, how do we engage them and leverage those existing connections?   We are doing a considerable amount of work in the areas of community wellness and enrichment  throughout the university already.  The more we can demonstrate our success and deep investment in these areas, the better we can make a case regarding our capacity to perform this kind of work going forward.  This brings us back to sustainability.  If we’re not relying solely on grants to sustain the Center, private/public contracting and fee-based income opportunities become key to the Center’s fiscal stability and longevity.   Some of these opportunities will be derived from existing partnerships.    
 

Next steps:

Develop Vision statement > Mission Statement > Core Values. These, in turn, will inform Strategic Priorities and Strategic Goals.
Develop ‘elevator speech’

Explore funding possibilities: Identify start-up costs, capital expenses, staff, revenue sources, etc.

Goal: Have a report by end of August/early September

ACTION ITEMS:
· Augustine and Hume will forward notes to committee re: organizational scan and funding sources (respectively)

· Spagna and Finney to incorporate discussion into revised draft 

· Bowman will follow-up with members who were unable to make today’s meeting; all members encouraged to speak with committee colleagues
· Bowman will follow-up with Malec re: the Business Plan development

· Bowman will develop a planning outline and ‘Network Map’
· Rife to obtain information on assessment component of Scott Plunkett’s community work
· Next agenda to recap today’s discussion
Next Meeting:  Thursday, May 15, 3:30 – 5:00pm

