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ACE Internationalization Laboratory Task Force Meeting - September 4, 2008
Introduction:  This was the first meeting of the task force.  JS and LB described the ACE Internationalization Laboratory.  They attended a kickoff meeting last week that included the other institutions in the 2008-2009 cohort (Temple University, Purdue University, Western Michigan University, Connecticut State University, and St. Mary's College).  Barbara Hill at ACE, a former English professor and ACE's Senior Associate for International Initiatives, will the will be the lead ACE resource for this project.  There are other staff who can also serve as resources.  More information about the internationalization laboratory is also available on the ACE web site: http://www.acenet.edu/AM/Template.cfm?Section=Home&TEMPLATE=/CM/ContentDisplay.cfm&CONTENTID=26160. 

LB promised to share the list of institutions that have previously gone through the ACE internationalization process.  Here is that list:
2007–2008

· Appalachian State University (NC)
· City University (WA)
· Seton Hall University (NJ)

· SUNY College at Cortland (NY)

· SUNY University at Albany (NY)

· University of Kentucky

· University of Wisconsin Stout

· Western Kentucky University

2006–2007
· Arcadia University (PA)
· College of Charleston (SC)

· New Mexico State University
· Park University (MO)
· The University of Iowa
2005–2006
· Boise State University
· Northern Virginia Community College
· Pace University
· University of Denver

2004–2005
· Indiana University–Purdue University Indianapolis

· Pacific Lutheran University (WA)

· Park University (MO)
· St. Marys University (TX)
· University of South Florida

· University of Wisconsin–Madison

2003–2004
· California State University, Sacramento
· Fairleigh Dickinson University
· Fordham Business Schools

· Kalamazoo College
· Kansas State University

The internationalization review process includes:

· Determining the present state of university internationalization

· Identifying challenges and obstacles

· Examining academic offerings and establishing desired learning outcomes

· Developing a strategic plan for the enhancement of international dimensions

· Identifying and setting the foundations for realizing increased faculty and student international opportunities
Members of the leadership group will serve as a conduit to bring in other feedback from other colleagues.  The task force has a limited term of 12-16 months.
Provost DiStefano's charge for the group: 

With Flagship 2030 in mind, the charge of the task force, therefore is:

· To serve as the leadership team for the ACE Internationalization Laboratory;

· To carry out a review of the current state of internationalization at the university; 

· To help frame a new conversation on internationalization within the university community;

· To develop a strategic plan for further internationalization of the university, to include

· Recommendations for expanded university-wide study abroad;

· Recommendations for improving the number and quality of faculty and staff international professional development opportunities;
· Recommendations for expanding the international student and scholar populations at the university; 

· Suggestions for specific international grant initiatives.

The task force discussed the following topics:

Previous reviews and reports.  Over the years a number of other groups and task forces have done work in this area.  Some current task force members served on previous committees.  This group should build on what others have done or suggested.  LB has found four reports from the past; some of which included outside reviewers.  He has scanned the reports and will make pertinent reports available to the leadership group.  
During at least one previous review (GG was on a task force convened by Bruce Ekstrand), the reviewers identified good programs at other places and brought people here to talk about them.  If funding is available, this group could consider this.  ACE will arrange a peer visit from an institution that has been successful.  

Strategic plan for internationalization.  A major goal of the task force will be to develop a Strategic plan for internationalization.   
Many Flagship 2030 task forces have made internationally-related recommendations.  Many were not shared with or between other task forces.  Some overlap; some may contradict each other.  This group will take those recommendations and develop a coherent internationalization plan for the campus.  There may also be gaps that the task force will want to fill in.  
The task force should also ask for strategic plans from units who were not integrated in Flagship 2030 task forces.  There may be international items in plans that are not widely known.  The task force can pull all plans together.  It will be important to bring resources together, assess where we are now, and then develop a short term plan with short term attainable goals.  The final plan should be comprehensive and address all campus constituents (faculty, students, staff).  
The quantitative vs. the qualitative picture.  The group will gather data (e.g. how many faculty are engaged internationally, how many exchanges we have), but that is only one part of the big picture.  It will also be important to look at the quality of our linkages and programs.  
Doing an inventory of what's going on will be crucial.  We can take advantage of things that are already going on at little or no cost.  

Curriculum.  The task force might look at curriculum in each of the academic units.  It was also acknowledged that making changes in curriculum is a slow process.
Funding.   Questions were raised about how the task force should consider funding.  Should recommendations be made if we have the funds or as if funding needs to be secured?  The task force should recommend what should happen and what that would cost.  The list could further be broken down by items that can be self-funded and items that will need additional funding.  Some things that don't cost much can make a big difference.  There are things the university can invest in, would give us a greater chance of being successful (e.g. National Resource Centers).
CL was on the Flagship 2030 Budget task force.  Funds will be allocated/reallocated based on priorities.  So items that have priority will get funding.

How does CU-Boulder rate?  The question was raised about whether the task force should think modestly (e.g add a few more students to the SHIP RAP or a few more IAFS faculty, etc.).  These could be easily doable things.  In some ways we have a comparative disadvantage with big coastal universities with more international connections.  On the other hand, CU does compare favorably in some areas (e.g. study abroad, international affairs for undergraduates).  But we don't have strong international programs at the graduate level.

We have the beginning of a very compelling story here - including  CU Peace Corps participation, Engineers without Borders.  In the big picture, what is our narrative?  

What percentage of students can graduate without being touched by international?

There are rich resources on campus, but no coordination.  CU needs an overarching international studies format.  Should there be a Vice Chancellor or Assistant Provost for international?  Numerous task forces have recommended that we need a focal point - to help make connections - to give someone a place to go.

Office of International Education (OIE) updates - OIE has moved from Student Affairs to Academic Affairs.  This move was implemented to make OIE more of a focal point than it has been in the past.  OIE is more than study abroad and international student services.  It is already a place where 'international' could be coordinated, but needs a command from above.  There needs to be a directive about who would coordinates all international activities; the director of OIE or someone like an Assistant Provost.  The infrastructure is there but the authority is not.  
Beginning in Fall 2010, OIE will be housed in the new Center for Community.  This is a new building that will house a dining hall and a variety student services offices.  OIE will have space there.  There will also be room for faculty visitors and shared offices with groups like the Peace Corps or others.  

International coordination.  JS noted that international education is a world that requires a great deal of professional knowledge - not a job for amateurs.  There could be virtues of having a person with a title as well.  The piece that is currently missing is how to get faculty involved.  CU's faculty is very entrepreneurial - they get an idea and do it.  There needs to be more central awareness of these activities.  This is not to spy on people but to be able to see opportunities to work synergistically.  People work with the same overseas institutions and don't know that others on campus are also working with those same institutions.  There are better ways of managing these relationships.
Conditions outside of CU.   International initiatives face moving targets due to macro conditions in the world that keep changing (e.g. the weak dollar makes going abroad more difficult/expensive, political conditions are challenging, competition for international students by other countries affects potential enrollments here).  Other countries have major initiatives to attract international students (old hands such as the UK and Australia, and newer players such as South Korea).  International education is the fifth largest export industry in the U.S., but falling.

Subgroups and information gathering.  Much of the task force's work will be done in small groups probably.  After Barbara's visit, JS and LB will work on determining subgroups.
Some inventory work has been done - OIE has an existing database, Merlyn Holmes, in the Graduate School has gathered a lot of information.  The Center for Asian Studies has collected a lot of data related to work on Asia; but it was difficult to gather the information.  A better system is needed.  Faculty Affairs is also working on a searchable database of faculty activities.  Stevenson will monitor this to the group doesn't duplicate efforts. Another database has been developed at the University of Cincinnati, COSMIC.  Their database, developed in conjunction with the National Association of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges (NASULGC) is a comprehensive international database.  It is a relational and searchable database and they are looking for partners to share costs and develop it further.  
Next meeting/ACE site visit:  Barbara Hill will be here on Sept 19 to conduct an ACE site visit.  The task force is scheduled for a lunch meeting with Barbara, noon to 1:30 in Regent 302.  She will also meet with various other constituents on campus:  the Chancellor, the Provost, Deans, various Associate Vice Chancellors, the Study Abroad Committee, Office of International Education staff.  Those who can't come and want to provide input may email Barbara (barbara.hill@ace.nche.edu).
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

ACE Site Visit:  Meeting with the Internationalization Task Force - September 19, 2008
LB passed out summaries of previous reports on international issues.  GG says the Ekstrand report that he worked on is not included, so we'll look for that.

Barbara explained her extensive background with institutions and with the ACE internationalization process and the ACE internationalization lab process.  She was Assistant Dean of Faculty at Barnard College; Provost at Denison University; and President of Sweetbriar College.  She spent 13 years as faculty; 13 years in administration, and has been at ACE for 6 years.

· ACE is membership organization of 1600 higher ed institutions and allied organizations.  They do advocacy in D.C. and internationally (e.g. visa policy, education as a service to be traded - GATS).  They also gather information to help advise universities and do research (e.g. Mapping Internationalization on U.S. Campuses).  

· We are part of a learning community with 6 other universities.  

· JS, LB, and Barbara will talk at least one/month.  She is part of the team in this process.

· We can have a peer review visit - probably Barbara plus two others.

· ACE is coming out with a new publication:  an internationalization guide for the CAO.

Introductions and particular interests of task force members:

· CL is interested in the role of technology in helping students and the community become more international.

· AS has worked with OIE on exchange programs.  The Arts and Humanities subset within Arts & Sciences is undergoing a program review and many questions have to do with internationalization and globalization.  CU-Boulder may be applying for a Title VI Center for Europe.  

· DG is the Co-PI on the Title VI grant for our Asia National Resource Center.  Anthropology is a very international and cross-cultural field. They have interests in teaching, bringing in students, and faculty going out to do research.  The Center for Asian Studies has succeeded in starting 4 new languages here (via grants).  These have been grassroots projects - faculty up.  It would be nice to have leadership to help everyone do this better and more guidance about what funding opportunities are available.  Many people don't know about Title VI for instance.  

NOTE:  Barbara can help put people in touch with resources once she knows what our campus needs and wants.

· SC teaches international relations and foreign policy.  His department teaches a lot of international courses and comparative politics.  He teaches international affairs courses.  International affairs is a large undergrad major here with 1700 majors combining international affairs and political science.

NOTE:  ACE gathered four professional associations (geography, psychology, history, and ?) and asked what an internationalized major look like in their fields.  The reports are now on the association's web sites and ACE's web site.

· PM teaches international courses in journalism.  We should integrate international throughout courses that are not specifically international.  She's very interested in curriculum issues that this task force will address.  She has also been in women's studies here.

· TZ is in history and international affairs and does research on U.S. foreign relations.  He is also the faculty director of the SHIP program.  There were 80 SHIP students last year , 142 students this year, 225 expected next year, and 300 down the road. The Office of International Education (OIE) provides co-curricular activities for SHIP - 40 this year (cooking classes, lectures, and more).  This year 5 courses are being taught for SHIP students with 20-25 students/course.  Faculty come to the residence hall to teach. There will be 16 courses next year.  SHIP has an International affairs focus and students need to take 1 SHIP course each semester.  The program is for freshman.  It is difficult to get tenured faculty to take an overload to teach in SHIP.  

NOTE:  Barbara can provide other models of residence based learning programs - e.g Yale's residential colleges with assigned faculty fellows.

SHIP has one faculty line, and will determine which department that gets the line.  Then the department would owe SHIP a certain number of courses that that faculty member or another faculty member would teach.  The German department has found that courses they developed were being taught by non-departmental people in RAPs.  Now there is an A&S policy on this.  Journalism doesn't have this policy.  AS has taught for Honors and Herbst as part of her normal load, and wonders what the barrier is in other cases.  There are different policies in different school/colleges.  There is a need to coordinate this more to better serve the university community.  

Someone asked about using the cross-listing model with seat sharing.  Some seats go to a department, not just to SHIP.  This doesn't happen often between school/colleges.  Cross listing happens most often within a college.

Course banking in Arts & Sciences allows one to teach more in one semester and then do international work in other sem.  But this can be difficult for the department.  

Incoming students are often surprised to find out that there are not language wings in residence halls here.  Most peers have this. 

· JA served on the Vision for 2030 steering committee and thought the international aspects were the most easily doable. The College of Music is low in terms of study abroad participation and wants to increase that.  Many faculty go abroad, but they don't bring in many. They would like to see more two way faculty exchange.  They are also looking at more ways to incorporate international in the curriculum.

· GG is in geography and international affairs.  He served on a former committee on internationalization in the 1990's (the Ekstrand committee - not one in the summary packet).  They recommended SHIP.  Gary runs DART (Developing Areas Research and Teaching).  He has found that the whole campus is international.  A group on sustainable development, for instance, has an international focus and members from all over campus.  We are an international campus but haven't figured this out yet. Thematic approaches bring in people from all over campus - people that wouldn't have otherwise known about each other.  

How will this committee, already believers, keep themselves from being insular?

By going out and looking for new partnerships/collaborations.  

Are there good models from other universities?  

ACE has good practices on their web site.  Barbara can also point this group towards good models in the areas they decide to focus on.

What things should be centralized and what should be decentralized?  

It would be desirable to have the following centralized:  grant watching, short term program logistical coordination

How are chairs selected here?  

By faculty in the department with Dean's approval.  

What are successes that have come from the old reports?  (People feel good about successes.)

One task force member's Dean did not know she was on the committee.  Barbara made the point to the Chancellor this morning that he needs to get the word out about the task force.  

Could we post an internationalization time line in prominent places?

The task force should see the ACE publications in this area.  There is a communications section on their web site about how to get the word out.  

Are there other initiatives that this group could partner with or talk to?

· There is a monthly chairs breakfast - maybe JS and LB could attend that meeting.  

· Maybe Boulder Faculty Assembly (could reach those who wouldn't hear otherwise).

Flagship 2030

· Flagship 2030 proposed a change to the university calendar.  It would have a big impact on internationalization, but this initiative will probably not go anywhere.

· Flagship 2030 shows how difficult it is to move things.  Some items may be picked up and implemented.  Big dreams are in conflict with implementation.  The barriers are money and those who don't want to change.  

· There is a lot of global talk in Flagship 2030 that will help this group. 

· The Arts and Humanities program review is incorporating a lot of questions that come from Flagship 2030.

Program reviews

· CU has a new program review process this year.  In the past the units undergoing review were a random mix in a given year.  Now units that have affinities will be reviewed together - e.g. languages, music, and the Center for Asian Studies.  

· Who sees program review?  Reports go to Provost and as part of redesign, they are connected to the budget process.  The provost will respond explicitly to all recommendations.  In the past, the units had to report annually about how they are doing, but the provost didn't have to.  Now the units undergoing review will share their information to see how and what each is doing.   

Looking at other institutions

· At one institution, the Internationalization lab team looked at strategic plans for various campus units to pull out the international items.  Then the lab tried to connect people with similar interests.  

· Iowa was looked at by the former Ekstrand task force.  They have a Center, headed by a Dean, to try to coordinate international initiatives.  But the problem that emerged is a lack of cooperation from Arts & Sciences.  Their ACE lab report is on their web site.  

· What peers should we look at?  Barbara will come up with some suggestions for CU to look at.  Who do we consider out peer institutions?  Usually use AAU publics (peers and aspiring peers).  

· Does geography (our location) matter?  Some candidates are more likely to go to coasts than to the middle of the country.  But Iowa has a very international faculty.  (Look at their faculty survey - they found some appalling things.  For example, the more individuals had language and living abroad experience, the less likely they were to bring perspective into classroom.  They inferred that the most international faculty didn't feel welcome doing this.)

· Should we look towards Latin America?  New Mexico State does this.  This might be worth considering.  

· We just recently got an EU Center of Excellence.  If you look at a map, we were in the middle of a space where there were no other ones.  However, our international classes fill right away.

· Why does KU have such an international population?  Diasporas result in concentrations in certain areas and that be reflected in local university work and connections.  

What are our assets here?  

· We have a new grant for a Max Kade German Center.  There are good statistics about the many connections we had in Germany and Denver has direct flights to Frankfurt and Munich.  

· We may have a comparative advantage in applying for grants because of the distribution of other centers - far away from us.  We can show our growing population trend.  

· We will be doing a survey of faculty.  (Recommendation:  Don't ask any questions we won't use the answers to.)

· The first woman president in Africa (Ellen Johnson-Sirleaf, Liberia) is a CU grad.  

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

ACE Internationalization Lab Task Force Meeting -  October 20, 2008
Report on site visit meeting with Chancellor and Provost 

The Provost and Chancellor are quite enthusiastic.  The task force should decide how to capitalize on this.

Global Crossroads theme in Flagship 2030  

Merlyn Holmes, from the Graduate School, did a preliminary survey to see how international we are.  Much work is done by individuals and not widely communicated.  JS will share Merlyn's work.

Next step for the task force - doing an inventory of international at CU-Boulder.  Barbara Hill suggested having Deans fill out survey.  But here, some Colleges are so big and Deans so busy that this might not be the best place to start.  How should we do this inventory?  

We'd like to benchmark where we are now, draw a plan for where we want to be, and then map a way to get there.  

Possible methods for gathering information:

· Hire a grad student?  

· Have faculty connect with faculty?  

· The grad school paid for the Center for Asian Studies' survey.  

· Should we have each college do an internal inventory and then report back?  Business could  do this.  In Engineering it might be the Chairs who could do this, but Chairs might not know everything (e.g. study abroad students; although departmental advisors might know, as would the study abroad office).  

· In Engineering most of the college of engineering faculty probably have international connections.  

· Should we do a random sample of faculty and try to extrapolate.  It is unrealistic to get all faculty to participate.  Smaller units, such as music, might be able to capture all faculty activity.

· Can we pull the information from FRPA reports?  That will be possible eventually.  It would be nice to see if this could be sooner rather than later so we can use the data now.  Do people really fill out the outreach parts?  Eventually it would be good to have a searchable database of all international connections.  JS will check with faculty affairs regarding the FRPA database.  If it existed, it would help us as well as a lot of other committees.

· There needs to be recognition for international work - could come from database  (could  be tied to FRPA - people have to do enter data there since it is tied to compensation)

· Tracking resources is a different thing and perhaps harder to gather data on.  We could ask faculty what they did and how they financed it. 

· Is this a larger matrix than the faculty?  Yes, we need info on students going in and out.   

· Should we have a time frame criteria (e.g. >=n weeks outside of U.S.)  N would need to be low for humanities.  Maybe n=1.  We don't need a list of every time faculty travel.  

· Can we get numbers from OCG?  But there are a lot of things they wouldn't know about.

· GG's prior internationalization committee looked through the CU phone book to see what's there - e.g. Tibetan Student Assn.

· Current A&S program review has questions about global crossroads and data will be posted, so the task force could look at that.

· Hard science is very international since they have many have linkages.  Can we hitch our wagon to science at this university?   This is where resources are going.  Can we work together with what is already going on?  Will the sciences be the place where it will be the hardest to figure out what is going on?  In the social sciences will it be easier to collect the info?  

· One way to start would be to designate individuals in departments who can start gather info.  Try to get a contact in each unit.

· We can start with what Merlyn Holmes has already gathered.

· We need to cut back what we're looking for before we ask for responses.  

· Could we get some money from the Provost to do this research (ties to Flagship 2030)?

What are they key elements we want to know about?  JS gave a paper in London - is that the kind of thing we want to track?  Let's brainstorm categories and then winnow it down.  We can do some of this by email.  Getting this data soon would be important because it will drive the rest of the task force's work.  

Areas we'd like information about:  

· overseas research 

· international research collaborations without travel

· teaching courses abroad

· faculty exchanges

· Internationalization at home - international courses taught here 

· international students coming here

· students travelling internationally

· faculty expertise in areas of the world  (Note:  The lack of an American studies program here prevents some internationals from coming here.)

· research, teaching, and service - use three categories we're already used to  (students would  fit in research and teaching)

· cyber interactions - are people taking advantage of technological opportunities - what passes the threshold test for this and all other categories?  students interacting through course work; some teleconferences - an emerging area, so we don't know what might be going on.

· grant funds for faculty research and programmatic development and dissemination of info for audiences outside of the university 

· funds from overseas entities  (track through OCG and the Foundation)

· job placements - post-student life  (Business PhD's are going abroad more, since salaries are competitive now in Australia and other places where it wasn't the case in the past.)

· ALTEC noncredit language courses and Continuing Ed community courses.  (New ALTEC director will be doing more outreach.)

· Alumni - U.S. and international students.  Some alumni events are held overseas - business school does most.

Communication Plan 

LB will set up an email list so people can communicate as a group.  

International Education Week - week of Nov 17 
Look for international activities during that week.  

Should we set a regular meeting date for monthly meetings?  

Next meeting Nov 17 at 10:00.  

Then Dec 15 at 10:00.

RW will look for a room in Leeds.
NOTE:  The meetings were later changed to:

November 17th, 2008

1:00-2:00 p.m.

Regent Hall, room 302

December 15th, 2008

1:00-2:00 p.m.

Regent Hall, room 1B29

The next meeting of the full Internationalization Lab cohort is January 30 in DC.  JS and LB will attend, and possibly others depending on how the work progresses.

GG reported that MacArthur Foundation put out a call last week for grant proposals relating to internationalization.

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

ACE Internationalization Lab Task Force Meeting - Nov 17, 2008

Communication Plan  

Should we post meeting minutes on a web site?  Suggestion:  use initials rather than names.  It is more important to post the substance of the conversation rather than exactly who says what.  These are not meant as specific minutes, but rather notes on our conversations.

Other items for web site:  List members of task force; the task force's charge; and a note that people should feel free to contact members with questions or suggestions.  

Email discussion list - almost everyone is subscribed.  When it is ready, we'll let everyone know.

Gathering background information - some thoughts on what data to collect and how to collect it
· We could pare down list and then send survey to faculty via Survey Monkey.

· Don't know if there will be funds for a grad student to do the research yet.

· Can search FRPA's by key words now - soon there will be a more comprehensive database.  But current key word search doesn't always yield what one wants, unless faculty previously agree to use specific key words.  Maybe the group's first recommendation should be for a functional database.

· Can we put a checkbox on the FRPA?  It is coming up in the next few months.  JS will check on this.  It would be helpful to have a checkbox for international activity with subset choices of areas of the world.  

· Or, if there was just a single box asking 'do you participate in international activities?', then we could follow up with that group.  What level of detail do we need?  

· We need an easy way to collect information and follow up with people.  Even people interested in this topic won't necessarily take the time to complete a survey.  People are already entering info into FRPA, so why ask them to also do it in another survey?  It should be possible to pull out data by category, for example outreach, research, etc.  But FRPA reportable info is not the limit of what we'd want to collect.  There is also a question of what constitutes 'international.'

· Breadth vs. depth - Should we target some departments for more comprehensive study?  

· If we did 'international ethnographies' of selected departments, would that be helpful?  What if it was coupled with a broader survey?  We could choose departments/units that are examples of excellence.  

· FIRST program - has some data

· If use the Survey Monkey approach, the survey will be administered through one more email that goes into faculty email boxes.  It must be accompanied by a message from this committee or someone higher up who can address the survey's importance.  The Provost could speak to Deans and elicit help through the ranks.  Or the Chancellor could send a message to Chairs.

· The Business School has survey software the group can use.

· Two problems:  1) how to get the info and 2) how to design the survey.  Need to keep it simple enough that people will complete the survey.

· Isn't there someone who does surveys on campus with drawings with prizes?

· Goal would be to have something like the U of Cincinnati database that is comprehensive.  Harvard and Duke also have databases.

· We could design a survey that is repeated every 5 years or so to see how engagement changes over time.

· We could look at $'s for research, research collaborations. 

· We could identify the five or so things we want to find - look at six units to find out how they're involved in the five areas.  

· What are we trying to prove - what our weaknesses are or what our strengths are?  Better to highlight strengths, but work on weaknesses.  

· We need an across the board status report.  We need to define the broad categories; then we can design the questions.

· Would be helpful to have the data about what is going on across campus PLUS the policies the university has in place that affect (help or hinder) internationalization?

· Could a recommendation be that PBA add dedicated staff in this area (data collection and analysis of international activities)?  Or staff could be in the international office or the Provost's office.

· Perhaps one representative from each department can complete the report.  If this is sustained, then there could be a representative watching these issues in each department (like diversity liaisons).

· Maybe a staffer in an academic department could look at the FRPA's and tabulate the info.  Or international liaisons in departments could do this.

· Get the four quadrant plan from Business to see if that would be helpful for the group.

· Some questions on draft list LB sent out are more informational and others are more policy related.  Some questions are not appropriate for survey questions, but areas that require other kinds of data collection.  LB and JS will work on pulling out the survey questions.

· We could extract international statements from university documents, such as Flagship 2030.  What other documents should we be looking at, e.g. strategic plans from various units, promotion and tenure guidelines?  

· We should look at other databases on the web and see what kind of data they're collecting.  The Cincinnati database is being considered by NASULGC as becoming their standard.  Post meeting follow up:  Here are some of the databases we know about:  

· Our current faculty expertise database:  http://www.colorado.edu/oie/admin/iedb/index.html
· U of Cincinnati:  http://www.uc.edu/international/cosmic/
· Harvard Worldwide:  http://www.worldwide.harvard.edu/iws/
· Duke University:  http://www.international.duke.edu/academics_programs/fds.php
· UNC-Chapel Hill:  http://global.unc.edu/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=54&Itemid=62
General thoughts about task force's goals

· Given current economic conditions - are we spinning our wheels?  Will we have to pare back in the next few years?  It seems that in the short term, no decisions are being made until state figures are out.  Although we get so little from the state, the impact from that area might be limited.  People seem to be cautious but are moving ahead.  It may be that we haven't heard about the next steps for Flagship 2030 because people are waiting to find out how the economic situation will impact the university.  Some recommendations will cost money, but some will be more conceptual in nature - e.g. including international content in course offerings?  Internationalizing the curriculum could be a place to start as it takes relatively few resources.  (Business has four scenarios and this is one - others are sending students abroad; bringing people here, and working with partner institutions.)

· We could develop a proposal with 3 levels - must do, middle level, farther reaching goals.  We can think big and come up with some significant proposals.

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

ACE Internationalization Lab Task Force Meeting - December 15, 2008

ACE Webinar:  ACE is sponsoring a webinar tomorrow on their report, Mapping Internationalization on U.S. Campuses:  2008 Edition.  Task Force members who are available will view the webinar in LB's office.

ACE Meetings in January:  Both the ACE Internationalization Lab and the ACE Internationalization Cooperative (a broader group of 93 universities) will be meeting in January in DC (back to back meetings).  Any task force members are welcome, but funding is BYO.  LB will send the agenda to the list.

Web site:  The task force looked at the draft web site that has been created to share information with the CU-Boulder community about the group's activities.  At the beginning of the spring semester, we'll let the campus know about it via buff bulletins.  We'll also see if InsideCU will do a story and look for other ways to get the word out about the group's work.  There will be links to this page from the OIE home page, from the Graduate School's web site, and there could be other links as well.
Funding for TA:  The Provost has funded a TA for spring semester to work on data collection and analysis.  If people have suggestions of students who would be good in this position, please let JS know.

Survey:

· FRPA will now include collect information on international activities engaged in by faculty.  The draft questions are:

1. Were you, within the last 3 years (2006 to 2008), involved in international research/scholarly/creative works or teaching activities? <yes/no mark the box>

If so, please select all that apply:

a) Collaboration with a foreign researcher or research group
    If yes, do you receive research funding specifically for this activity?  Yes/No

b) Conducted research/scholarly activity in a foreign country

c) Foreign teaching or teaching-related activity

d) Conducted research/scholarly activity about a foreign country even if all work was done in the US

e) Other (briefly describe)

2. Please list countries related to the above responses. <This might be a text box or possibly a list for them to select from.>  
· [Post-meeting note:  The following suggestions were sent to the FRPA administrators:

1. In question 1, could we add another sub-question about service?   And 2.  some were worried that question 2 might not capture transnational work;  the group suggested altering the question to read “Please list countries or regions” and to add a sub-question that reads, “If not country or region-specific, what global community or issue do you study or serve?”]

 
· The FRPA will not provide all the data we want to know about (e.g. student info, departmental initiatives that an individuals wouldn't list on their FRPA's), but will give a good overview of faculty activities.  It also doesn't go into detail, such as asking which institutions one worked with.  

· The task force could follow up with those who answered the FRPA international questions in the positive.  But maybe the vast majority of respondents will answer positively - since the questions are fairly broad.  On the other hand, this is a self-selected group who might respond further to questions about their international activities.  We could follow up with those who provide a lot of detail in answering these questions.  But would this give us selection bias?

· Will we see different patterns of activity in the humanities vs. the sciences?  There might be interesting information there.  

· What constitutes international activity?  The TA can work on sorting this out.  The Grad School also has Fred Pampel from Sociology on retainer.  He is interested in helping with this.  At a minimum the FRPA will help identify what the faculty see as international.

· What are we trying to find - that we are deeply engaged or not so?  We are deeply engaged and are looking to find patterns.  Question - are the humanities people more likely to be doing international research individually and the science people more likely to be doing this collaboratively?

· Ultimately we're trying to get to a plan and the information we're trying to gather will get us there.

· Question - Who on campus exemplifies what we most want to see?  Who are the practice leaders?  Heavy responders to the FRPA questions might lead one to these people.

· The country information will also be interesting and useful.

· Some interactions, such as being on an editorial board of an international journal, are of limited value.  Do people have significant interactions with international colleagues through their activities?  Does the activity change one's outlook or the work they do?

· If people teach a foreign language, do they automatically get to be 'international'?  Maybe not necessarily.  It depends - their teaching would qualify, but they may not be engaged in other activities.

· If people fill out the FRPA and fill out the international questions, would they be reluctant to answer another survey?  If the questions were different  - more specific, follow up questions - then maybe they'd be more willing to complete our survey.  We wouldn't be asking the same questions again.  To do this, we'd have to wait until after the Feb 1 FRPA deadline (or later, since many people miss the deadline).  We could start looking at the submitted data for each person as soon as it is submitted.  Once we start to look at the data, we can see if it is going to be helpful to us.  If not, we can look in a different direction.

· There are many themes that are not tied to other countries or regions; that are international because they look at international issues (e.g. global warming, migration, contagious diseases, the internet highway).  However, if we look at country activity, we may be able to link people who work in the same countries who didn't know about each others' work.

· Another way to look at things would be to see what measures make an international university and whether we have those or not.  The ACE Mapping Internationalization study looked at measures like this.  This is different than looking at the details of what faculty are doing and who is working where.

· We should have a subcommittee to continue work with the survey and have the rest of the committee move on to other things.  For example, we could look at what other schools are doing in international areas to see what elements they have that we don't have (e.g. more languages, school of international studies). Subcommittee on surveys:  RW, LR, DS, TZ.

· It might be helpful to see what other ACE internationalization lab schools have done to collect information, whether it was helpful or not, and what else did they do that they found to be helpful.  Iowa would be a good place for us to look.  We can also ask Purdue what they're doing this year.  LB will talk to the Purdue people and gather information on other schools' surveys.
· OIE has some student data that we can get.  For incoming students, we know country of origin, major, and level.  For outgoing students, we know major and level and type of program and duration.  The incoming and outgoing students are very different in profile.  For example, incoming are largely male, engineering, grad students.  Outgoing are largely female, not in engineering, and undergrads.  We can look more into the similarities and differences.

· There are equity issues and barriers to internationalization.  For example, a student losing a year of funding when they went on a Fulbright.

· Should we have a wiki or blog?

Meeting times for next semester:   LB and JS will send email about to determine best times to meet.
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

ACE Internationalization Lab Task Force Meeting - January 16, 2009

ACE Internationalization Collaborative and Internationalization Laboratory meetings

LR will join JS and  LB at the ACE Internationalization Collaborative and Internationalization Laboratory meetings in Washington, DC (two weeks from now).

FRPA Update

The new FRPA questions on internationalization are part of the questionnaire and people are entering their answers to the questions.  Most who have submitted the FRPA have answered the internationalization questions.  Maybe the early birds are more international.  GG announced that his department, geography, specifically encouraged their faculty to answer those questions.

Survey sub-committee 

LB sent a draft survey to the sub-committee (RW, LR, TZ, and DS).  DS was accidently left out of the sub-committee emails, so LB will make she is gets the info and is included in the future.  Some feedback from the sub-committee has already been incorporated and the sub-committee will keep working.  The sub-committee will also work on providing examples to clarify some of the questions.

Graduate Assistant

Jami Nelson Nuñez is the new graduate assistant for the task force.  She is in political science grad student (studying comparative politics and policy and particularly interested in Latin America).  She has also  worked in OIE since 1998.  Jami will be helping the task force all year - to the conclusion of the project at the end of fall 2009.

Data needed to develop a strategic plan for internationalization

The task force looked at a draft of items that it would find helpful in developing a strategic plan for internationalization at CU-Boulder.  

Language instruction:  Task force members reviewed a handout with a draft list of data we have and data we need to collect.  AS, LR, and Mark Knowles (the new ALTEC director) met with Graham Oddie to talk a directed independent language study option.  It would require only $2000 per language, and would allow CU to offer many more languages and levels.  ALTEC would coordinate the program. It has been recommended that the task force should support this effort.  It would help graduate students, especially, who need language training for the work in their disciplines.  Mark came from Yale where they teach many languages.  Ann will ask him to share his two-page document with the task force.  CU-Boulder has previously offered Vietnamese and Hindi as independent study options.  Hindi was later picked up for regular language instruction.  The U of Arizona is another example of a university that teaches a large number of languages - many of which are taught through self-instruction.  

Inter-institutional agreements:  We need to know about agreements that are not on OIE's master list (e.g. political science and geography have some).  Having agreements in place can help faculty get visas and can help open doors overseas.  While there has been no central repository for these in the past, OIE is now the designated repository and displays on its web site those affiliations it knows about.  However, not all agreements have been brought to OIE's attention and we need to find these so we have a complete list.

Methods of data collection:  We need info on which faculty have taken overseas sabbaticals.  This information could be collected in the faculty survey that the sub-committee is working on.  The faculty/staff survey will collect data on the work and experience of individual faculty and staff.  So the group needs to find out about things going on that are not individual efforts or can be collected by a survey of individuals.

Proposed ATLAS master's degree:  ATLAS is proposing some new professional master's degrees focusing on development.  The degrees have no plan or core, and it is unclear how they would actually work.  Students would have to take their courses in other departments.   So far the degrees have not been well received by departments.  Although there are currently no ATLAS approved master's degrees, some students claiming to be in the program.  Committee members will follow up on this.

Courses with international content:   How would we collect info on CU-Boulder courses with international content?  The Center for Asian Studies did this with its Title VI proposal.  That was easier because they focused just on Asia.  AS has some info on Europe because of her work on a NRC proposal on Europe.  The graduate assistant could help with this.  She could go through the catalog, but the content of special topics or independent study courses would not show up there.  We are interested in counting any course with international content - not just courses on contemporary topics.  The FIRST program for summer teaching should be included as it brings in some interesting people.

Homework for task force members:  LB will send everyone an updated copy of the list of data needed that will include the changes suggested at today's meeting.  Task force members should look at the list and bring suggestions for next time.  Also, send them electronically to the group.  We will talk about strategies for collecting the data.  (Note:  items about individual faculty members can be covered by the survey.) 

Previous reports on internationalization

Task force members received an updated list of the summaries of previous CU reports on internationalization.  

JS and LB suggested that the task force divide into pairs to review the reports and pull out recommendations that still need to be emphasized.  This work would constitute the literature review for the final report of the task force.  Some feel that situations have changed and that work might be irrelevant, but other feel it would be helpful for the task force to determine if some recommendations are still relevant.  

Homework for task force members:  In the end, the group decided that, rather than working in pairs, every task force member would review the report on past reports and pull out relevant info.  We will also post complete versions of the old reports on task force web page.  

It is unfortunate that the current task force is working in today's difficult economic environment.  On the other hand we will have a new president, Obama, and that may effect things.

Recommendations and plan for task force

The task force also needs to move beyond discussions of databases to work on what recommendations they want to see.  Perhaps the task force has been too focused on database issues.   The group needs to focus on the overall agenda for the task force.  It was suggested that the task force could develop a time table, working backwards from where we want to be at the end and establishing benchmarks along the way.  The task force does still want to move forward with data collection to see what it shows.  It might raise questions or issues that the task force would not otherwise have thought of.

Homework for task force members: Next month each task force member should come with a recommendation that is not "build a database."  Members can send these in ahead of the next meeting.  The task force can use these to start building a list of recommendations that might go in the final report.

Dual Degrees

A MOU on a CU-Boulder dual degree program has been discovered with language  saying the student would be "registered in absentia and without tuition"  The students would be degree students at both institutions.  We don't have a placeholder registration status for this kind of thing.  Some thesis students register here when they're doing research abroad.  Not having a status is a barrier to these kinds of programs.  Having a better way to handle this could be a task force recommendation.  (GG suggested some names that we can look up to see how they were registered).

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

ACE Internationalization Lab Task Force Meeting - February 20, 2009

Report on the Internationalization Collaboration Meeting: LB and LR attended (JS was not able to go).  Provost DiStefano was part of a panel of three Chancellors/Provosts presenting on the “international dimension” of their respective campuses.  He is paying close attention to what’s happening in international here (he noted that he had spent time on the web looking at ACE task force minutes and other websites on campus to pick out international pieces).  He talked about FRPA and people at the conference were very interested in this since a lot of other institutions are trying to devise ways of rewarding international.  The Provost said he’d be encouraging chairs to reward international in FRPA.  

Update on FRPA: Fred Pampel has begun to analyze data.  There are now over 1,100 respondents; 65% listed international activities in last 3 years.  There are clusters of international by unit, some of which you would expect while others not.  There are some departments where 100% of the faculty do indicate international activity.  However, some questions were loaded such that you could answer yes even though you haven’t been very international.  We’ll combine this with the other information we’ll get from the survey.

FRPA responses are still rolling in – there is not a cut off at this time.  Fred will continue to add late submissions.    

Survey: 

There is one section asking what kinds of funding people receive for international research/work.  Nothing in the survey asked anything regarding faculty member's applying for foreign government grants.  Another question was asked regarding the number of times the respondent has done something and it wasn’t clear how to count -  this could mean a greater variation in responses than would be valid.  

LB will send it again for last round of comments before sending out the survey.  On Friday, LB will be speaking at the chair’s breakfast and he will ask chairs to encourage faculty and staff to complete the questionnaire.  

Recommendations for Report: 

1.  Topic of International “Dean”: 

· There was a dean for OIE in the past.  Many places have a vice provost or something at that level.  

· If there was to be some title created (we wouldn’t use czar!) it might be vice chancellor.  This might be something that sets us apart.  The group of vice chancellors is currently composed mostly of non-academics. 

· A suggestion was made that we could start with an associate dean in a college, which wouldn’t take a lot of effort to get going.  However, since international activities occur in all schools & colleges how would that work?  Business has an international committee and engineering has a committed person. It was thought that maybe a committee of college-level reps would be helpful.  

· Organizational structure would be a sticky issue.  Moving international departments under one VC could cause a major problem.  Some schools and colleges would not be keen on losing an academic program to a central organization.  

· The best candidate would be someone who would add stature to international activity but also keep the international activity as it is.  The dream vice chancellor would be more of a coach and someone who scouts for the university.  This person would help people see connections on campus - there’s a lot of activity that isn’t connected with other activity on campus.  

· It may be an associate vice chancellor and a vice chancellor, not just a vice chancellor.

2.  Potential obstacles for international: 

· Support from departments for students: Are there colleges that are less supportive or not supportive?  In engineering the window for international activity is in a student's first or second year and that’s it – after that they miss out.  

· The Study Abroad staff would like to add a couple of questions to the survey that address study abroad.  This was supported by the committee.  

· Staff advisors tell students to postpone language requirements until later and this could be a problem for encouraging students to study abroad in non-English speaking countries  

· It used to be before the new writing program that people didn’t take writing until their last year to take the class.  A larger problem on campus is the perception that the core should be done earlier rather than later – but this may create a bigger problem.

· Agreements between institutions: We often have single connections for international in departments (i.e. bilateral agreements between institutions at the department level).  These could be leveraged better across campus.  Individual to individual agreements are more problematic.  Coordinating such agreements may presuppose an officer who then oversees this and works with a committee that could  centralize the whole process.

3.  An international center as a way to centralize international: 

· A possible model:  Cornell and Madison-Wisconsin have a Center for International Studies, under which area studies programs are housed.  So CAS and other such centers would be under such an umbrella if we had that model here.  This might show that the university is more dedicated to area studies and the international center that would administer this.  We don’t necessarily know a lot about this approach but it sounds like you get economies of scale and a higher profile.  
· A Center for International shouldn’t be under A&S because the activities are  campus-wide.  
· Would this be a way to help us relate to the Center for Global Education mentioned in Flagship 2030?  Currently it is not clear how the Center for Global Education relates to the Center for International Education, which we already have.  
· If we do create a Center, the Conference on World Affairs could be added, as well as the International English Center, international admissions and other offices who work on international but are currently scattered in different places. 
· Getting organizations to report to a place outside of a single college would be good.  Being able to cut through the chain of command to someone who can make a decision about an MOU would provide remarkable assistance to the isolated programs.
· Centers are predicated on grant revenue  -- Title VI money.

· It’s been tough to make the decision about who houses or who should match positions or create lines for multidisciplinary centers, like the EU Center for Excellence.  Now is not a good time to convince a particular department to fund or provide a position; however, in the absence of a central authority for international, that’s what happens.  There is a group working on a Title VI National Resource Center for Europe right now.

· Another issue we would need to discuss for a Center would be space.  OIE will get new space but all of what has been discussed today would require adjacent/additional space.  

· You have to really build an argument for space.  Is it possible that since we’re up for accreditation that we leverage this opportunity to get space.  We need a central physical space or at least need to create a virtual one-stop-shop for international.  OIE is working on that right now.  It’s a re-do of our website but the goal is to have that page be the international page for the whole institution including links to OIE and other offices on that international page.

· Related to space are the organizational issues such as ALTEC – there are no other language programs housed in the same building and this undermines the use of ALTEC.  

· Having departments interact and collaborate with each other more is what matters.

· There was a discussion about development of a campus "global village", though the focus was on student programming in such an environment.

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

ACE Internationalization Lab Task Force Meeting - March 6, 2009

Announcements  

· Report on the Chairs meeting:  At the Chairs meeting last Friday, Phil said that Flagship 2030 is still going to be a guiding document for the university and in particular, the global/international issues will be an important focus.

· Survey:  The survey has launched. Bernadette will send reminders to Chairs to ask those in their departments to complete it.  We'll also have Buff Bulletins.  There are 55 responses so far.

Recommendations discussion  

LB handed out a list of possible goals and objectives for the task force's work (including goals listed in Flagship 2030).  These can be used to guide the task force's recommendations.  He also handed out possible recommendations organized into three categories (those requiring minimal funds, those requiring moderate funding, and those requiring substantial funding).  The task force members discussed the recommendations and added some more:

· Faculty-led programs - There could be a system to disseminate templates to faculty about how to do these programs.  The Center for Asian Studies has done quite a few of these and could create a template based on their experiences.

· Options for departments - The task force could develop a menu of internationalization options and send people (task force members perhaps) to departments to talk about opportunities (study abroad, bringing colleagues in from overseas, etc.)

· International certificate - There could also be an international certificate for graduate students.  The Center for Asian Studies curriculum committee is looking at something like this.   

· Visiting faculty - Faculty often get requests from potential overseas scholars who often have funding, but just need space to work here.  That doesn't cost much for us, but yet we don't have the space.  We need to do something about this - find space in Norlin maybe?  CU could also dedicate two furnished apartments in family housing for short-term visiting faculty.  There is talk of a new conference center where Newton Court is.  It would be nice to get in on the planning of that to see if visiting scholar housing could be placed there.  There are also similar conversations about Smiley Court or maybe the Peloton which may not make it on its own in today's market.

· Priorities - In prioritizing the list, the task force should look for the items that would facilitate other items - e.g. establishing a Vice Provost, developing a comprehensive web site, hiring more staff to provide grant support, exempting international students from in-state tuition.

· Overseas presence - Instead of having satellite campuses, what if we had a presence on other places - offices where faculty doing research could stay, have office space and meeting space?  We would first need to know where most faculty have connections.  We can begin doing some of this now by using space at our partner institutions.

· Distance education - This needs to be added to the list.  Through CATECS there have been international students.  We could do more to recruit students in to distance learning degree programs.  The CAETE (Center for Advanced Engineering and Technology Education - http://caete.colorado.edu/) program does distance learning now.  This is something we could do and people in other countries would have CU degrees.  Some students could begin with distance courses and then come here to finish.

· Hosting short-term visiting Fulbrighters from overseas - Those costs us nothing.  They are funded to do visits in the U.S.  We'd have to do research to find out who's in the U.S. and then follow up on with them.  We could also invite people from our study abroad partner institutions who might fund faculty to come here.

· SHIP -  Similar to Semester at Sea, we could get our own ship and go where we want to go.  Currently we can use the Semester at Sea ship when in port to host events.

· Leadership - Is there discussion to merge the VC for Diversity with a person with the VC for international?  Would  it work better to have the Director of OIE report to the Provost? That would save money.  At some point it would be interesting to know what the OIE director has the authority to do and where there are roadblocks?  LB will provide that.  The move of OIE to Academic Affairs was a good step.  (Previously it was in Student Affairs.  Being in Student Affairs largely limited its international activity to students)

· Structure - We need to move right away to direct reporting to the Provost.  We need someone at a high level in order to communicate with other high-level administrators.

· Capital Campaigns - This is going on and departments are developing fliers.  How can we get in on this?  We probably need to talk to the Provost about this.  

· New positions - There is a VC-level committee to create new positions.  That committee should be asked to consider internationalizing the campus in making these decisions.  There will still be some new lines for next year, although they will be less than originally planned.  Much of this depends on the budget meetings in March.

· Additions?  If there are categories that were left out, please send them to LB.  We may also need to drop some things.  The task force will also need to prioritize this list.  Send suggestions to LB.

· Dean level input - At some point it would be nice to have Dean input.  We could ask to get on the agenda for the Council of Deans in the fall, before doing the final report.  Budget requests are made in the fall and decided upon later.

· Gary Gaile - It would be nice to suggest something in the name of Gary Gaile - a seminar room, colloquium, international building or something.  Maybe part of C4C could be named/dedicated to Gary.  This may be an international center, a classroom and shared conference rooms.

· Moving forward - How would these recommendations be established?  The task force needs to get on the Cabinet's agenda, and ask for their support.

· Preliminary report - Could the task force do a preliminary report, so that it could be distributed to those making budget decisions before the final report will be due?  Maybe after we have survey results, Phil could be invited to a task force meeting to talk about goals and directions.  It could be a debriefing rather than a formal report.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

ACE Internationalization Lab Task Force Meeting -  April 17, 2009

Snow storm today, so attendance at the meeting was low.  

What should the task force tackle at its last meeting of this academic year in May?

· The task force could classify the potential recommendation list by type of activity  (possibilities -  research, teaching, students, faculty, outreach, etc.) and then rank recommendations within groups.  The list could also be ranked by cost.  This could be done by the next meeting and then people could choose what they are interested in working in subgroups.  The task force will need to attach rationales to recommendations - subgroups could come up with suggestions for these.

· The subgroups will be determined at the next meeting, and the list of potential recommendations will be reviewed to determine which subgroup they fall into.

· The task force should have a draft report by the end of the summer that the group could work more on in the early fall in advance of the Oct/Nov site visit.

· There could be a few meetings over the summer and some work could be done virtually.

INTO report

A delegation from CU-Boulder including JS, LB, and TZ visited sites in the UK where INTO, a private company, contracts to do recruiting of international students, builds buildings for housing and classrooms, and organizes preparatory courses.  INTO also has an agreement with Oregon State University and a small CU-Boulder delegation will probably also be visiting there.  

The model seemed to fit UK higher education well and may not fit as well with U.S. higher education.  We use the term internationalization to cover a comprehensive set of teaching, research, and other initiatives.  In the UK, internationalization largely refers to bringing in international student tuition.   They have caps on resident students, rather than on non-resident students.  We, in the U.S., may be moving toward looking at the expansion of international as a source of revenue.  Also, because we have general education requirements, the preparation for university-bound students is different than in the UK where higher ed study is more specialized.

The U.S. attracts roughly half of all students studying outside of their home countries.  Many of the students go to U.S. institutions that recruit international students.  CU-Boulder does not currently recruit international students.  International students are under-enrolled at CU-Boulder compared to our peers. Because we are so successful at recruiting non-resident U.S. students and because 2/3 of the entering freshman class must be Colorado residents, CU-Boulder has not felt the need to recruit internationally.  Grad students are part of the equation in a complicated way.  There is Colorado legislation that has been introduced that would eliminate international students from the resident/non-resident calculation. 

Other universities around the world are also better at building alumni networks who can help with recruitment and development.  (Building alumni networks should be added to the task force's recommendation list.)

Fulbright Gateway

OIE has received a grant to host an orientation for about 60 new Fulbright students who will be studying/researching in the U.S. next year.  This orientation will be held August 3-7.  The participants will be housed on campus and will attend a variety of presentations and discussions about the nature of higher education and graduate study in the U.S., cross-cultural awareness and adjustment, interacting with U.S. nationals, and more.  

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

ACE Internationalization Lab Task Force Meeting -  May 1, 2009

JAPAN  

LB, LR, and JS (substituting for the Provost) were in Japan the week before last.  It was a very worthwhile trip.  They met with university partners, alumni, and others.  The alumni they met with are still very enthusiastic about CU.  The visitors found it interesting that the alumni noted that no one from the Foundation has ever asked them for money.  

TASK FORCE SURVEY AND FRPA 

Jami and Fred Pampel will begin analyzing the survey data shortly.  They'll compare the survey and FRPA data and come up with a report for the task force.

TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS  - SUBCOMMITTEE WORK
The task force will work in subcommittees this summer to prioritize recommendations within each group's thematic area.  The subcommittees will either meet in person or virtually and have a report for the task force by July 15.  

The three subcommittees are:

· Institutional infrastructure and support  [AS (facilitator), LR, and DS]

· Support for faculty research and creative work and faculty development  [PM (facilitator), DM, and SC]

· Support for student involvement:  curriculum and teaching; student learning  [TZ (facilitator), RW, JA, CL, and Jami]

Each subcommittee will be working from the previously developed Recommendations document.  Each recommendation has been placed into one of the subcommittees' portfolios.  We will also add a residential learning environments recommendation with international foci to the 'institutional infrastructure' subcommittee's portfolio and directed independent language study will be added to the 'support for student involvement' subcommittee's portfolio.  

Charge to subcommittees:

· Look at recommendations.  

· Are there any that should be added?  (If you have new ideas that would more appropriately be handled by another subcommittee, please pass it along to that subcommittee.)

· Which recommendations can be used to form an argument for international advancement?

· What is the feasibility that each could be implemented?  

· Identify the impact of each recommendation.  What do we want to happen?  (In the final report, the recommendations should be set up in a way to make sure the rest can happen.  For example, a VP for international could make the rest happen.)  Which recommendations are essential, which are desirable, and which are frills?  (The subcommittees do not need to keep the tripartite format of the current recommendation list.  Each subcommittee can order its recommendations in a way that makes sense for its work.) 

· Identify priorities and the time frame in which each recommendation should be implemented.  

· Assign dollar figures to at least the top recommendations.  (LB can help with that.)  It will be helpful to have numbers so that readers will have an idea about what things would cost.  Include a discussion of each category including the reasons why the specific recommendations should be implemented.  

· Keep Larry and John in the loop on all subcommittee communication.  They will be working with each subcommittee, coming to meetings if possible, and can help with cross-subcommittee communication.  We want to insure that the subcommittees do not operate in isolated bubbles.

· Contact Kim if you need assistance (e.g. researching areas of interest to the subcommittee).

Timeline:

· July 15:  Each subcommittee will produce a report for the rest of the task force.

· August 1:  Task force members will review subcommittee reports and provide feedback

· August 15:  The task force's draft report will be ready.

Summer schedules of task force members:

JS - here all summer

LB - here all summer

SC - here in May  

PS - here in June and July

DS - here in May and June 

CL - here all summer

RW - here all summer

LR - here in May and August and last week on June 

DM - here all summer

AS - here all summer (but June and August are best for meeting)

TZ - here in May, June, early July

Further discussion about or related to the subcommittee work: 

· We might investigate whether we can share in the Global Support Project that the University of Washington is working on.

· We also need to consider that not all students can access study abroad.  We should look for ways to make it more affordable for all. PM developed a plan for CMA (Center for Multicultural Affairs) about how to make study abroad more affordable.  The student sub-committee can get this from VC McKee. 

· The subcommittees and then the whole task force should look at what must come first and what can follow, as well as what can be built upon that is already in place.  We don't need to reinvent what is already there.  Develop the job description for VP for international (can look at existing ones).  The home would be in Academic Affairs/OIE.

· The legislature is still considering excluding international students from non-resident cap.  The bill is moving forward, but Gov. Ritter has reasons to move forward with the bill next year rather than this year.  There are also questions about how it would affect resident enrollment.  They are looking at ways to insure that resident enrollment would not be impacted.  It would be huge if it goes through, even next year.  As it would be an immediate revenue source, it might be enthusiastically received.

· There are various ways the task force can approach its work.  If the first column (on the current recommendations list) doesn't cost anything, then the priorities should come after that.  The first column items should just all be done.  In other words, finish the main course before asking for dessert.  We also need to make sure there is a main course first.    However, there is not a clear progression in all categories - some are simply different options.  If the option that requires a substantial increase in funding is a non-starter, then the task force should come up with reasonable, alternate recommendations.

· The task force can identify low cost items that can be implemented in specified ways  (e.g. establishing an international advisory committee to give help focus international work on campus).  Then it can also add a list of items that take more time or funds to accomplish.

· If there are areas that the task force decides not to pursue, might we decide not to implement even the least expensive option.  For example, if the task force decided not to recommend providing support for grant funding, would this item simply be eliminated?  Subcommittees can evaluate this for each item.

· After the subcommittees work is finished, each task force member should vote on the top recommendations submitted by each subcommittee to help begin the discussion of overall priorities.  

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

ACE Internationalization Lab Task Force Meeting -  September 9, 2009

Draft Report
JS and LB have talked to Barbara, our consultant at ACE a couple of times about the draft report.  She would like to see an Executive Summary.  This, of course, has been planned, but JS and LB have not written it yet, since it will flow from the primary report recommendations and themes and those need to be confirmed by the task force   Barbara also asked for a Table of Contents ad page numbers.  These will be added

The report is, in part, for ACE and its peer review team - probably the Chief International Officers (CIO's) at UC Davis and UMinn.  Both long-term academics at peer institutions and a  lot of experience in internationalization.  The report will guide them during the peer review and in preparing their own report.  The peer reviewers will likely be scheduled between mid-December and mid-December.

The other audience for the report is Chancellor DiStefano and Interim Provost Sture and others who decision-makers on campus.  For example, recommendations might guide adjustment of the core curriculum.  

Suggestions for the next draft:

· Move the recommendations up to the front and then explain the background behind them.

· Note in the text that the Flagship 2030 statements are verbatim and some are contradictory.

· Put the most important items in the first five pages as many people won't read beyond that.

· Emphasize the futility of the work of previous committees and the need for action now.

· Watch the modifiers about OIE that are more vivid than those used to describe other areas.

· Look at the use of the word, 'diffuse.' It appears to be crucial, but unclear.  Define it better.

· Use stronger verbs and make each section similar in style.

· Be clear in differentiating between problems and fixes.  The bulleted lists in the report will draw the reader's eyes.  However, some are obstacles and some are recommendations.  Use a different format to make a distinction between these.

· Look at the section that talks about a 'strike out' and change the wording.

· Change name of new AVC to International Studies or International Policy and Planning or International Policy and Programs or International Policy and Initiatives.  The group settled on AVC for International Policy and Programs.

· Include a charge of responsibilities and authority in the AVC job description.  Could put that in the paragraph on the rationale for the AVC, e.g.  The Associate Vice Chancellor for International Activities would report directly to the Provost and be charged with...

· Note the criticism of Flagship 2030 that encourages more study abroad participation without a plan for how this would happen. But this report also does not say how it could be done.  Need to add that the OIE needs more staff to accomplish this.  

· Note that the population of underrepresented students at UCB is increasing and there need to be short-term, affordable programs to attract these students.  These students are working while in school and can't afford to be away for long.  Need funding to support high quality, affordable opportunities.

· Need to choose the most important recommendations for the executive summary and to highlight those in the report.

· Note that the three categories of recommendations should be viewed by the reader as being equally important. 

· Note that there are some arbitrary divisions between the different recommendation categories.  Do we really need the categories?  Do we need the introductions?  The background is already explained previously.

· Include mention of the state initiative to take international students out of the non-resident count.

· Mention the need to develop a comprehensive international student recruitment plan.
· Need to explore the issue of funding since we can't just wait for the state to recover.  What are other options (grants, donations)?  Funding for internationalization should be part of the capital campaign - put in AVC position.

· Put more emphasis on the potential of the international alumni network.

· Can we add to what is established, e.g. expand GRAP, rather than asking to create something new (such as new live/work communities)?

· Try to come to group (i.e. task force) consensus about priorities.

· Put in a section on the relative cost of recommendations (in appendix?)  It is difficult to put a cost figure to some recommendations; others don't have much of a cost.

· Take the rationales away from the recommendations - that rationale is elsewhere.  Simplify the text.

· By consolidating the work of subcommittees and placing items in broad categories, there will probably be fewer recommendations.

· Need to keep the focus on education rather than activities.

· Would it make sense to organize the recommendations by who has to do something?  Or could have this info under each bullet?  

· The AVC position not only has a cost; it also is a money maker.

Next step
Incorporate the comments from Barbara and the task force and then meet again.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

ACE Internationalization Lab Task Force Meeting -  September 28, 2009

Site Visit:  The site visit has been scheduled for Dec 15-17.  The outside reviewers are Bill Lacey - Vice Provost for International at UC Davis; Gene Allen retired Vice Provost for International at the University of Minnesota.  A meeting has already been set up with Phil and Stein.  More scheduling to come.

Report Timeline:  We need the report to be completed by Mon. Nov 2.  The final draft for task force to review will be ready on Oct 19.

Thoughts and feedback resulting from the assignment (The assignment was to compare the 'Obstacles' document with 'Recommendations' document.  See if they align.  See what needs to be changed.)


Thoughts relating to the Obstacles document

· Where will the Obstacles document fit in the report?  It will be in the appendix.

· We should change 'obstacles' to 'challenges' or what we would like to have (desiderata).

· If some obstacles have resolutions in progress, should we delete these from the list?  

· Some things don't belong on the list of obstacles - e.g. better incentives for faculty do develop faculty-led programs.  This is a detail, not a big picture item.

· How should the obstacles be prioritized?  With leadership and culture at the top.  Under leader's responsibilities, the high priority items can be listed.  


Thoughts relating to the Recommendations document

· Can we create a matrix showing which recommendations will solve which obstacles?

· Need to eliminate the sub-committee boundaries and create a report that is a coherent whole.

· New categories for the recommendation list:  
· Leadership and administration

· Communication and collaboration (info on who is doing what and support for working together)

· Facilities and resources

· Curricular programs and policies

· We need to make it clear to the external reviewers that this task force has evaluated and prioritized  the obstacles and come up with a vetted list.  We need prioritization of the recommendations and a filtering to see if some should be deleted.  The recommendations are more important than the obstacles.

· Could we take out all the freebies that can be done without cost?  Some things cost money and others cost political will.  Policy doesn't cost much.  

· One approach:  articulate the problems, note how many previous reports they have appeared in, and recommend solutions.

· Because of recent changes in the culture of the campus, there is already momentum for internationalizing the campus.  Use examples to show what has already been done.  We need to take the good will and modest resources these evidence and move ahead.

· One possible argument:  People have been asking for a VP for international for x number of years.  The committee could see this as so important that it could be the sole recommendation.  This task force could serve as the advisory board for the VP in order to keep the momentum going.  If this were to be the case, the position description should be more visionary rather than listing small tasks (such as implementation of a web site).  The idea is to pull international efforts together and move things ahead in ways not possible in the past.  

· Curriculum is also a priority near the top.  Where would this fit?

· Establish goals that will have direct impacts without the spending of lots of resources.  There are many untapped international resources at CU.

· Where are we now and in the recent past?  We have a successful study abroad program, institutes, CAS, for example.  We face some fundamental challenges for a globalization environment.  These generally fall into four categories (above).  Then the vision of where we should go (key strategic initiatives).

· How do we get people to buy into an internationalization model?  What are the challenges that anyone would face in establishing an international campus?

Where can the task force trim?

· The recommendation for a network of international representatives could be suggested as something that the leader could pursue rather than a stand-alone recommendation.

· Take out the technical component (too much on the nuts and bolts level).  This could be in appendix or combined with distance education.

· Define what offices need to be consolidated in an international center.  Not all have to have the same reporting structure.

Other comments:
· The typography in the document is confusing.   The headings need to jump out.  

· The fiscal outlook is dismal as we look towards the future.  But, a positive note is that the international goals outlined in Flagship 2030 are still priorities.  Small strategic investments will still be made in areas identified by Flagship 2030.  

How does this relate to the recommendation for a VP for International?  The campus will be doing a national search for a provost this year.  One would think that needs to be settled before a VP for International would be created.  This position would cost little compared to the cost of many other initiatives.  

To keep the report from sitting unopened on a shelf, the site visit experts might help advocate in certain areas and note that some ideas are not new but have been recommended at many times in the past.

If people have additional suggestions that will help structure the report, send these to John/Larry who have been deputized to write the report. 

Homework:  Send out a survey for task force member response in which they will rank a list of recommendations (the big picture items).  

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

ACE Peer Review Visit -  Notes from selected meetings - December 16, 2009
Meeting with Study Abroad Committee and Faculty Directors

Present:  Frances Charteris, Robert McNown, Richard Nishikawa, Rob Buffington, Alphonse Keasley, Sherry Snyder, Mary Dando, Kim Kreutzer, Larry Bell

Discussion:

· The Reviewers asked about existing programs to internationalize the campus and Sherry described the International Engineering program.   Study Abroad Committee members described our Global Seminars (name borrowed from the U of Minnesota).  These are offered mostly in summer, but there is now one offered during the winter break. 

· The Study Abroad Committee described their job as one in which they:

· provide oversight to Global Seminars and other study abroad programs, including providers; 

· provide long term planning for study abroad

· The reviewers asked - where is Colorado on curriculum integration?   We are in the beginning stages.  Robert McNown attended meetings at the U of Minnesota.  We have three information sheets for specific majors now.  One staff person is designated to work on this, but only for about 20% of her time.  UC Davis hired someone full time for a few years.  They probably now have about 20 departments done and these represent the largest areas.  They have looked at all courses that will apply to majors and minors in these departments.  The University of California's system-wide Education Abroad Program already does this for all of their courses.  

· The reviewers asked - If a Univ. of Minnesota student wanted to go on one of our programs, what would be the process?  For a global seminar, they would pay the cost of the program plus $1000 for non-residents.  We don't get many non-CU students on our programs.  Minnesota just opened up their global seminars a few years ago and don't have many non-Univ. of Minnesota students yet.  Maybe it takes a while being out there before much of this happens.  Minnesota has learned that one needs to think very carefully about the title of the program.  Marketing is dependent on creative, catchy titles and getting faculty directors out on campus.  

UCD Davis sends out a lot of promotional material to the students' home addresses just before winter break.  1/3 of student come from non-UC Davis schools.  Marketing is the responsibility of the instructor.  If there are not enough students, the program is cancelled or the salary is reduced by $750/student.  The international office helps identify classes to visit for recruiting.  Faculty expect to be approached by 'advertisers' of these courses.  Some are more hospitable to this than others.  (Sometimes these faculty class visits are reciprocal; they arrange to speak in each others' classes.)

· Scholarships - What is our scholarship pool?  We use our reserves from our administrative fee to fund scholarships.  $400,000 a year ago, dropped to $150,000 this year - a big drop because reserves are lower.  There is an advisory board for International Affairs and they are raising money for global grants ($1000 scholarships for study abroad).  They already have 4 (just started last year).  


Scholarship suggestions from the review team:

· The University of Minnesota went to colleges to make sure existing scholarships could apply to study abroad.  Those that weren't open, became open (unless restricted by donor).  Here most of our institutional scholarships are available for study abroad.  They encouraged deans and department heads to raise money for scholarships - some of which may be specifically for study abroad.  These people are often closer to donors than the international office is.  They put entries/stories in alumni communiques to attract donor interest.

· By putting out information on study abroad scholarships, Minnesota received a lot of questions about study abroad.  There are some proactive scholarships - selected freshman arrive on campus knowing that they have study abroad scholarships.

· Retiring faculty members might be interested in legacy scholarships or families might be interested in donating in memory of a deceased faculty member.

· Contact alumni - try to get matches with corporations or address cohorts and have competitions to see who can raise the most.  Talk to the Foundation about this.  Find the minimum to establish a named scholarship.  

· UC Davis research shows that most graduates who didn't study abroad didn't do so because they didn't have the funds.

· The reviewers asked - what are opportunities for funding international students coming here?  The University of Minnesota has scholarships for undergraduates only.  The Univ. of California system just struck a deal with the Chilean government; they now have 150 scholarships for UC graduate study.

· The reviewers ask what is in the works for future planning.  CU-Boulder's Chancellor says we're going to expand study abroad participation to 50% of our students in 5 years.  We are excited to have his support.  The Study Abroad Committee will meet with him to talk about the challenges in meeting this goal.  First we have to determine what is counts as study abroad.  Then we need to establish the baseline.  We should have a way to compare with peer institutions.  The Study Abroad Committee suggested some peer institutions we could look at:  University of Minnesota, Michigan State (although they run predominately short-term programs), New York University, Indiana University.   We should pick campuses with similar composition to our student body.   The goal is not attainable (according to reviewer, Gene Allen), but it should  not be changed because it is a great lever.  (The University of Minnesota international office learned about a similar goal set for them in the newspaper.)

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Meeting with Office of International Education Staff

Advice from the reviewers: 

· The Chancellor's goals for international student recruitment and study abroad may be unrealistic.  Rather than tinkering with the substance of the goals, perhaps the time frame could be changed.  However, it makes sense to at least bring attention to the fact that the calculation of such percentages might be problematic if we are continue to increase enrollment at the university.  We could learn from Minnesota's experience with international student enrollment.  They had a similar goal and have struggled to meet it even with reduced non-resident tuition and an aggressive campaign.  
· We could add fees for international students as other institutions have done.  Some institutions offer lower international student tuition.
· A challenge to increasing student enrollment is growing recruitment competition, both domestically due to demographic shifts and financial struggles, and internationally as China and other countries revamp higher education and escalate their own recruitment campaigns.
· Bill Lacey stressed that we need to ensure that international student recruitment is in line with internationalization goals; international students shouldn't be seen as cash cows.  There needs to be a focus on integrating international students into the whole student community.
· Explore possibilities for international experiential education as this is a growing area and would dovetail with this strength at CU.  One of the reviewer's universities worked with student leaders to create a student fee to support a staff member to advise on experiential learning.
 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Meeting with Internationalization Task Force

Present:  JS, LB, JA, LR, RW, CL, PM, AS, JN, and KK

Barbara Hill congratulated the Task Force on the best report she has received from a laboratory task force.  It is easy to read and has high quality recommendations and arguments supporting those.

Question from the Task Force for the review team:  Given declining budgets, what advice do the reviewers have for the task force?  They have been making the case for us all day by advocating with Senior Vice Chancellor Ric Porreca, Interim Provost Sture, and Chancellor DiStefano.  This is not a report to leave on the shelf.  The review team has been getting the sense that CU-Boulder leadership wants to act on it.  

Reviewer advice on creating an Associate Vice Chancellor for International:

· UC Davis tried to create such a position 20-some years ago.  Because of budget cuts, they had to rescind the position. Two more task forces and a commission went by at Davis before the position was created and filled.  Later they created the position (11 years ago) and regretted not doing it earlier.  There are ways to do it in a small way and then grow the position.  

· There is not a long tradition of such positions, but Cornell, Princeton, Brown, Penn State, the University of Virginia, UC Davis, the University of Minnesota, UCLA, and UC San Diego have similar positions - most established in last 10 years.  Most of our benchmark institutions have such a position.

· CU-Boulder has had so many reports recommending this, it would be embarrassing if we did not move forward.  We are an institution of such a level that we should have this.

· Searches for these types of positions are highly problematic and sometimes fail.  We need someone who knows the campus and knows academics.  We need someone who knows CU.  Many will apply who will not be qualified or right for the position.  

· A search could take a year or more and we need to start moving on the plan now.  We don't want to lose the momentum.  An interim person could  be problematic, but also can move the process along.  Internal candidates can be good; it depends.  The demand currently is greater than the pool of qualified candidates.  It is not always the right thing to bring in big glitzy names; if they don't understand academic culture, they will not be the right fit.  Minnesota had one failed search and ended up with an internal candidate 20 months later.  Gene was from inside, Bill was from outside.  Both were outside of international programs.

· How did the faculty respond when the Minnesota and UC Davis positions were created?  There were a range of faculty perspectives.  At that time,  international did not have the same status as it does today at Minnesota.  The Task Force can help advocate and explain why this is an important step to take now.

· When Gene Allen began in the equivalent position at the University of Minnesota, he committed to not travelling internationally for the first three years.  He wanted to focus his time on getting things established at home.  We could think about such a policy to insure that we don't have candidates for the position who are attracted to international travelling and not to the rest of the agenda.

Thoughts from the reviewers on how to move forward:

· We should have a document explaining - what internationalization means to faculty students and staff and to the institution (just a few pages with bullets).

· We should be realistic, but don't preface effort with 'in these times of bad budgets...'

· It is encouraging that our former provost who charged this group, is now the chancellor.

· All of the meetings today have been very positive.  The reviewers didn't try to sell the idea of internationalization, but to talk about it.  But don't let up.

· Our next step should be to have an action plan with benchmarks.

· It is common for a laboratory task force to become an advisory committee for moving forward.  We need to have the champions visible.  Should that be before hiring the VC?  Advantages and disadvantages of hiring first or create the plan and hiring the person who would help execute.  Gene thinks the current plan is good enough to hire someone now.

· It is good to see that we have a new building coming on line.  International education will be more visible there.  Space is very important.  For the SIO it is important to be close to central administrators.  For student services it is important to be close to where students are.

· Bill Lacey the idea of the Flagship 2030 idea of an integrated center for international services and learning.

· The Task Force can be very helpful during program reviews.  In every review, we should be asking what the global dimension is of the field under review.  This is important to students now.  

· The Task Force can champion the curriculum piece.  What is the implicit message of the curriculum?  Always keep your place at the table and ask the questions.  Even if we meet the 50% goal for study abroad, that leaves 50% of students who don't study abroad .  An internationalized curriculum is important for all students.

· A lot is going on, but many people do not know about these efforts.  We need to publicize internationalization efforts.  How have people made strides here - e.g.  internationalized a course or used technology to link up with others?  What is the impact of leading a global seminar?  A web site could help, but also one has to keep talking about this.

Other thoughts from the reviewers on internationalization:

· Bill Lacey realized early on that education abroad is a given and needed to grow at UC Davis - just as our chancellor has noted this.  The same applied to services to international students and scholars.  It was less clear what his office could do to support faculty work - research etc.  He asked for start up money for seed grants to help faculty get started on various projects.  Some projects later brought in significant grant money, added value to teaching and research, and built a core group of supporters.  We should do workshops for funding opportunities like Fulbrights.  We should meet with new faculty and introduce them to what we can offer.

· At Minnesota, three staff in international student services teach cross-cultural studies and do workshops in the private sector.  They did a cross-cultural communication workshop for anyone on campus who wanted to come.  It was very successful and well attended by people from all over campus.  

· Have awards; They bring recognition and doesn't cost a lot.  Each piece helps create momentum.

· Getting international agreements in place can also be seen as helpful.  Most international  visitors spend more time with the international office than with top administrators, because they see what the office can do.

· What is the context at Minnesota and UC Davis?  

· UC Davis is fighting for resources constantly.  Join forces wherever possible.  Look for donors.  Don't stop fighting for core funding.

· Minnesota used grants to fund projects and added fees for international students and scholars to get operating funds.  We nave to get to people who may not understand.  Get to people outside of regular meetings (and also in meetings).  We don't have to have everyone on board, but do need key people.  One does need top administration on board, but we have that.

· With the thrust of internationalization, national diversity is going down. How have people blended that?  

· At UC Davis, the Chancellor stated that both areas are distinct and should not be pitted against each other.  These are complimentary components, but they are distinct and each valuable.  Diversity is everywhere in California and people have a lot of exposure, but that is different from an international experience.  If they are pitted against each other, the tension becomes real.  Do not allow that.

· At Minnesota, they established a minority scholarship that goes beyond ethnic diversity.  They also asked faculty to lead global seminars that would appeal to underrepresented students.  

· Information Technology - who is taking this area the farthest?  In 2001 ACE (with ATT help) did a competition and now they have a list of projects.  They are also in the midst of a new IT competition (Bringing the World into the Classroom) and have a new list. The winners of the new competition will be announced in February with abstracts of finalists on the ACE web site.  Opportunities are expanding with webinars and video conferencing possibilities.

It is ironic that CU-Boulder has a great telecom program and yet doesn't do much international IT innovation.  We have a new CIO from Harvard who is an Associate Vice Chancellor here.  He would be a key person to befriend.

· It is also helpful to have friends off-campus (i.e. community involvement).  There could be advisory boards, alumni groups, etc.  UC Davis has as an Asst. Vice Provost for alumni development.  The Iranian community in Sacramento has set up scholarships for Iranian-American students and help set up a senior delegation to Iran.  The Pakistani community brought 4 chancellors to the UC Davis campus.  UC Davis has 40 international alumni groups. They are close to the state capital, so they get support and involvement from politicians.  Develop relationships with consul generals.  Give honorary degrees.  We have greater Denver to build upon, but it takes staff time to develop relationships.  Minnesota has a half-time alumni development person, but much is done by staff..  Staff is often called upon to lead trade delegations.  

