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Draft Minutes
List of participants:

(1) Welcome and opening  

Ms. Magalie Soenen, on behalf of Flemish Community of Belgium opened the meeting, greeted the participants and started an introductory tour de table. The participants of the meeting briefly introduced themselves, indicating the country / organisation they represent. 

(2) Adoption of the agenda

The agenda of the meeting was adopted.
(3) Adoption of the Minutes of the IPN meeting in Vienna on 28 May 2010

The minutes of the IPN kick-off meeting in Vienna on 28 May 2010 were adopted.
(4) An introduction to the Information and Promotion Network status quo
Ligia Deca, the Coordinator of the Bologna Secretariat, gave a short overview of the IPN set-up and evolution, underlining the status quo of the network and how it developed into the actual working structure, as well as the activities of the network since the kick-off meeting in Vienna. She further presented each sub-WG task according to the IPN work-plan and the Terms of Reference. The presentation also looked at the possible steps that could be taken further, namely:

1. Discuss and possibly reshape the IPN Work-plan during the 2nd IPN meeting, with a focus on the IPN “deliverables” for the 2012 Bucharest Ministerial Conference, according to the results of the Bonn and Vienna IPN sub-WGs meetings;
2. Clarify the IPN working structure/ style and increase participation in the work being conducted  according to the work-plan; 
3. Plan the drafting of the IPN report to be delivered to the Cracow BFUG meeting in October 2011, as requested by the BFUG and agreed within the IPN Steering Committee, as well as the International Openness (IO) WG;
4. Discuss and decide on the follow-up of the expert roundtable meeting, 10 March 2011, Brussels. 
(5) Results of DAAD`s Survey Questionnaire (German Academic Exchange Service)
Mr. Siegbert Wuttig, on behalf of DAAD, introduced the results of the IPN survey, which included inter alia a short overview of the methodological aspects of the survey. He further presented the IPN survey main conclusions, to which 36 of the 47 EHEA countries have answered (the full overview being included in the power-point presentation):

· Main focus countries for promotion: China, India and the U.S.A.

· Regional Marketing plays a very important role, but some countries focus on the entire globe (UK).
· In terms of methods, there are several preferred methods: fairs, website marketing, social web, brochures, and personal contacts are widely used.
· In terms of parameters promoted: quality of education and reputation of HEIs as main drivers, although the studies based on student perception (DAAD`s International Student Barometer) rather point to location and costs of study and living as main criteria for choosing a particular HEI or country over another.

· Most countries say that their HEIs participate in European HE fairs, and a lot of them said they have participated as part of a consortium.
· Marketing on a European level is less present in the offer of training courses than marketing in a national context.
· The most used marketing tools (in hierarchical order): leaflets and brochures, fairs and road shows, websites and university directories. 
· HEIs usually market themselves, not the EHEA, unless it’s helpful in very specific contexts. They also mentioned that unless there are special funds for it, they do not usually focus on the European dimension as a marketing feature.

· EU funded cooperation is being pursued by many, but to very different extent.
· In Japan, European HE fairs are expanding as well as for Taiwan and Hong Kong. DAAD appreciated that the European Union is funding some of these initiatives, but a general strategy is lacking.
· Most European national HE marketing departments say they would promote Europe as a brand if money was available from the EU.
· The type of information seen as helpful by the respondents is quite different, as the presentation showed: from recognition to available funds and from national system information to no information at all due to its very short lifespan.

The presentation concluded on some important findings, underlining that:

1. International marketing is widespread across the EHEA, but takes different forms, has different focuses and varying degrees of intensity from country to country.

2. Most HEIs or countries focus on a limited number of geographic targets for their international marketing efforts.
3. Many EHEA countries have national agencies or ministries dealing with higher education marketing.
4. A broad range of marketing tools are used by HEIs.
5. Large degree of participation in pan-European marketing and promotional efforts.
6. Broad agreement on key messages about the EHEA.
7. Less agreement about the benefit of EHEA-wide vs. national/institutional marketing efforts.
8. No common language about marketing within the EHEA.     
9. No common understanding of what to actual get promoted (EHEA or Europe).
10. A limited access to funding scheme for enabling activities with regard to promotion of the EHEA.
Mr. Wuttig then concluded on several recommendations that could be taken into account for furthering the fulfilment of the IPN work-plan:

1. Create a website about the EHEA (targeted towards potential students from outside of Europe).
2. Develop information “packages” about the EHEA (to be used on other websites, press etc).
3. Distribute information with key messages (on how to market EHEA HEIs) to National Agencies and HEIs.

4. Conduct research in key markets about perception of Europe (e.g. perceived benefits, obstacles to studying in the EHEA).

5. Build ties across borders and organisations dealing with higher education marketing (e.g. “hot topic” conferences, marketing networks, international fairs).

6. Provide funds for these activities by accessing existing funding sources (e.g. Erasmus Mundus A 3, national/regional resources).   

As a closing remark, Mr. Siegbert Wuttig added that if an active role it is to be considered in the field of marketing and promotion we have to ask the European Commission for funding, nevertheless the question of who will take on these challenges needs to be tackled. 
In regard to Scotland`s representative, Kristy Conlon question, on whether the survey report will be made available for public use, Ligia Deca clarified that this endorsement would have to be given by the BFUG, which will be asked to consider this suggestion at the upcoming BFUG meeting in Gödöllő, Hungary as part of the IPN oral report. In addition, Mr.Wuttig, added that the survey could be updated with the additional responses from the countries who were not able to submit their responses in the indicated time frame, but have sent it afterwards. 

(6) Discussion on the catalogue of questions emerged from the ERT meeting, organized by OeAD (Austrian Academic Exchange Service) on 17 January 2011 and on the results of the IPN Steering Committee meeting
David Baldinger, on behalf of the OeAD, introduced a catalogue of questions elaborated by OeAD which encompass the various pending matters emerging from previous IPN meetings (or those of its sub-WGs) with regard to the IPN main aims and work-plan. Following the decisions made during the previous IPN Steering Committee meeting (10 March 2011), he underlined the essential questions that need to be tackled by the network, in order to have a clear overview of the IPN further steps. The questions are framed from both a strategic approach, as well as from a procedural one, and draw the attention on the following aspects (the full catalogue of question is included in the batch of documents that accompanies the minutes):
· What is the main aim of the IPN? Why do it and what to promote?
· What is the agreed-upon target group of all IPN activities?
· Should the IPN focus on a single Bologna story for the EHEA or pursue a multi-perspective take?

· Should the IPN be an expert network focusing on marketing activities or focus on information first and only in a second step on marketing?

· Would a marketing strategy for the EHEA seem feasible?  
(7) Discussion on the IPN further steps
Ms. Ligia Deca (Bologna Secretariat) gave a brief overview of the previous IPN meetings, namely the IPN Steering Committee meeting followed by a Roundtable meeting, which took place on the 10th of March, explaining the context for having these events organised on account of the IPN as well as the International Openness Working Group (IO WG) Terms of Reference. 
The roundtable meeting was meant to benefit from the participation of the European Commission, the Academic Cooperation Association, the IPN Steering Committee, DAAD and OeAD in attendance as chairs of two of the IPN sub-WGs, the IO WG Chair and the Bologna Secretariat. Unfortunately the Chair of the IO WG, Ms. Luminita Nicolescu had to cancel her presence due to health problems and the Commission delegate Mr. Roger O`Keeffe had an urgent meeting and cancelled his attendance as well.  Nevertheless, the meetings had an effective result, and starting from the catalogue of questions and the DAAD`s survey analysis, the Steering Committee came up with some concrete proposals with regard to the IPN next steps.
Ms. Ligia Deca further introduced the presentation with the recommendations for next steps proposed by the IPN Steering Committee (the full overview is included in the power point presentation). 


Q: What should be the primary aim of the IPN?
A: Promote the European Higher Education Area (EHEA) as both a strong competitor and an attractive partner.

Q: What should be the primary target group of the IPN in all its activities?

A: Non-EHEA students and young researchers.
Q: What should we promote?

A: Perhaps the messages coming from the Global Promotion Project (GPP) could be a start (quality, diversity, European Dimension).

Q: What should the IPN do first: information provision or promotion?

A: The IPN should do both: promotion through key messages that could complement national slogans and information through key data.

 In this respect, it was proposed for the IPN members to set up an expert task force that would:
· Define 3-5 key messages for EHEA promotion, 
· Define the key data that is needed for EHEA information provision purposes,
· Conduct a feasibility study for a possible EHEA promotion strategy. 
In conclusion, the IPN members agreed with the Steering Committee approach and formed a task force chaired by Ireland and including DAAD, EUA, ACA, Estonia and Armenia to work on the first two points, namely defining the key messages and the key data for EHEA promotion. The deadline assumed by the task force for delivering a material on key messages and necessary key data for EHEA wide promotion is 24 April 2011. Possible information packages could then be defined for EHEA members to use in complementing their national promotion strategies.
UK/ Scotland volunteered to help the Bologna Secretariat in redefining the information so that it improves the understanding of non-EHEA readers regarding the EHEA features.

(8) Next IPN meeting and timeline for the drafting of the IPN report to the BFUG in Cracow on the 13-14 October 2011

The IPN members postponed the discussion on a possible feasibility study for a strategy on promoting the EHEA for the next IPN meeting, to take place in Brussels on the 18 May 2011 (back to back with the International Openness WG meeting on 19 May 2011), hosted by the Flemish Community of Belgium. The next IPN meeting will discuss both the draft IPN report for the BFUG meeting in Cracow (13-14 October 2011), as well as the results of the work of the newly set-up taskforce. 
DAAD agreed to finalise the IPN survey, by also including the reply of Bulgaria, while the IPN Steering Committee agreed to ask the BFUG members whether the IPN Survey analysis can be made public and be published on the EHEA website.

End of the meeting.
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