[image: image1.png].}.
“ EUROPEAN

’ Higher Education Area

i






EHEA Information & Promotion Network (IPN)
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Bucharest, 7th July 2010, 08.00 – 13.00 hrs

Draft Minutes

Participants 

	Country / Organisation
	Name

	Austria
	Hubert Dürrstein

	Belgium/Flemish Community 
	Magalie Soenen

	Cyprus
	Panikos Giorgoudes

	Estonia
	Heli Aru

	Hungary
	Katalin  Kurucz (apologies)

	Bologna Secretariat (until 30 June)               
	Cornelia Racké

	Bologna Secretariat  (from 1 July onwards)
	Ligia Deca


The main purpose of the Steering Committee meeting stems from the decision taken during the kick-off meeting of the Information and Promotion Network, which reads as follows:

“The five members of the Steering Committee would meet during the summer and prepare a proposal for a work plan, which would then be sent to the Network for feedback. The Bologna Secretariat was asked to send an e-mail to the Network members asking them to provide input by 8 June 2010.  The work programme would contain a timeline and combine plenary meetings with meetings in smaller working groups.”

The members of the Steering Committee started with a discussion on what should be tackled on each of the two components existing within the IPN title. As a first element of this debate, a question was posed regarding what could be promoted for the European Higher Education Area (EHEA) as a whole. The following elements were identified as possible topics of promotion: 

· Elements attracting students within the EHEA;
· The EHEA as a whole, especially with regard to what the EHEA advantages are,  how the Bologna system works and what could be achieved in this frame; 

· Contacts of ministry, university administration, student associations, employers etc;
· Agreed structural elements (ECTS, cycle system etc.)

· Use existing materials (BMAC brochure).

In addition, the target group depends on the topics to be promoted or which present a certain degree of interest, such as recognition, development of curricula, quality assurance etc.
Another topic for debate was the timeline allowed for the IPN to start its work and further refine its mandate. The first report will need to be submitted in the second half of 2011, which essentially leaves one year for organising concrete activities. The Steering Committee considered this timeframe as a testing phase in which the members of the IPN could further define or even redefine the current mandate given by the BFUG. After having an assessment of what are the elements which seem to be successful in the network’s activity, the IPN might consider asking the BFUG for an adjustment of the current mandate, if necessary. 

Heli Aru underlined that several current initiatives are already underway (such as the European Commission project on internationalisation) and that perhaps it would be good to know which are the target countries that each BFUG member would target for the information and promotion activities from the side of the IPN. She also underlined the importance of a needs analysis on the topics of information and promotion.
As the matter of resources was raised, there was an idea to apply for a project under the EU Lifelong Learning Programme, but this would mean that concrete responsibles would have to be agreed upon.

Hubert Dürrstein appreciated that the discussion should also include the internal needs and external needs of EHEA members, when talking about promotion and information. A possible solution for some of the activities would be peer learning.

Magalie Soenen said that the IPN should use the already existing promotion materials from the national level in a European frame.

Hubert Dürrstein underlined that if we take about promotion, we need to take about user side. If we talk about information, we need to look at the provider side. If we promote the EHEA outside of its borders, we need to regard the target user group. And for this, the IPN might need some professional support.
Cornelia Racke said that we could be talking more about marketing than promotion of the EHEA. Promotion would mean promoting the Bologna reforms. In her opinion, it can be helpful for the IPN members to receive an introduction to the difference between the two concepts.

Heli Aru signaled that many countries in fact have problems in promoting the Bologna Process within their national systems. Some Bologna reforms are better known than others. Some countries have had real problems after the implementation of the Bologna Process, so some of them did promotion activities in order to convince the academic communities that Bologna will bring about a welcome change. Maybe we can use the national information about the Bologna Process for external IPN activities or even in order to help other countries to promote Bologna internally.
Ligia Deca proposed to set up a sub-WG dealing with collecting information about national promotion of the Bologna Process, which can also be used for peer learning or as a feed to the external I&P work.

Hubert Dürrstein proposed to go back to the basic I&P question. Some countries have no money for Bologna promotion and thus they will probably prefer to work more on a general information direction of the IPN activity.
Magalie Soenen underlined that a very simple first step to EHEA promotion could be the widespread usage of the logo on national websites, brochures etc. She also asked if there are any official rules for using the EHEA logo and the Bologna Secretariat offered to contact the Hungarian Ministry and inquire about this matter.
Hubert Dürrstein signalled that according to the Independent Assessment of the Bologna Process study, page 6, one of the results of the IPN activities can be that we can recommend that it is too early to promote the overall system.

Heli Aru proposed that the IPN should look at the effectiveness of national level promotion activities.
Panikos Giorgoudes described some of the Cypriot national methods of promoting higher education within the national context suggested that the network could disseminate successful existing promotion methods from the EHEA countries.
Hubert Dürrstein proposed that the IPN should define a template for the basic information that should be collected. It could include (as it was narrowed down within the meeting’s discussions):

· National level information and promotion materials (and how it is used), as well as activities (the national members defining what is for the information and what is promotion – asking them to make the differentiation)
· Promotion of the EHEA from the side of the national level

· What are the information gaps that they would like filled by EHEA sourced information? (some sort of needs analysis)

Panikos Giorgoudes added to Hubert Dürrstein’s proposal that in the effort of defining a template for basic information to be collected, the Steering Committee should also try to draft a list of common elements that are met in all EHEA countries, so that we can have a starting point for the design process.

In this discussion Heli Aru signaled that there are other elements which are also relevant, such as visa systems. How do countries encourage mobility by removing red tape? This would be interesting to collect also, not just hard core promotion activities aka marketing. It was considered that it would be beneficial that the IPN would also look into the data collected by the BFUG Reporting WG, as some of the relevant information for the IPN might be found there.
Panikos Giorgoudes mentioned that visa procedures are a significant bureaucratic burden in many countries and that one possible solution to overcome this obstacle would be to send academic staff to participate in the visa interviews with the candidate students and then to help (by offering academic advise) the local Embassy in order to issue the VISA.
Hubert Dürrstein underlined that, in his view, the IPN needs to make some distinctions very clear:

· The distinction between internal benefits of the IPN (peer learning and raising good practice) and external promotion activities / marketing;

· Clarifying the difference between marketing in the sense of attracting students and promotion of the EHEA as a whole;

Ligia Deca suggested that the Steering Group could give a definition of “promotion” in the sense of the IPN work, since core marketing work will be difficult to be shared. Also, the work of the other BFUG WG (e.g. Mobility WG for removing mobility obstacles) could be an input for the analysis. 

In theory, the IPN members would fill in the questionnaire linked with the data collection exercise for IPN purposes, in cooperation with the BFUG members.
It was agreed that the Bologna Secretariat will provide definitions for information and promotion (& marketing) for the Steering Group to indicate to the IPN.

A proposed timeline of the IPN activities could be the following:
· The sub-WG on existing practices could start already in September and the first results could be issued by the beginning of next year; 
· The sub-WG on contributing to the EHEA website - a call could be issued before the next meeting for selecting a Chair of such a WG, as well as for selecting the members of the sub-WG.
Hubert Dürrstein underlined that the Steering Committee should also perhaps look at two other main tasks of the IPN: foster exchange and good practice & design measures to enhance the attractiveness of the EHEA. An idea could be to invite a small group (ACA members for ex.) to brainstorm on what could be promoted. Perhaps such a group can give an answer to the question on whether the EHEA can be promoted as a whole or not.
Heli Aru proposed that in the enhancing attractiveness of the EHEA discussion, the IPN would need to involve key experts like Barbara Weitgruber and Bernd Wächter, before setting up a group of experts on enhancing the attractiveness of the EHEA.

Hubert Dürrstein proposed to gather both key people and experts to discuss promotion and marketing activities. One idea proposed was to organise a small roundtable (expert meeting) before the next IPN meeting to define this topics better and prepare the next IPN meeting.
Cornelia Racke indicated that the roundtable initially scheduled for the autumn 2011, which is included in the International Openess WG workplan can be a good seminar to have a follow-up discussion in.

The Steering Committee’s decision on the IPN work in relation to enhancing the attractiveness of the EHEA was to organize the following activities:  

· Discussion on promotion in an expert meeting with promotion experts (hosted by Austria) – December 2010/ January 2011. Componence: Bernd Wachter, Siegried Wutting,  Barbara, chairs of the other groups (Mobility, Transparency, Recognition), EMA, Austrian representative (as host), IAU, and one Secretariat representative(total: 10 experts present)
· Next IPN meeting - February

· Organising a big roundtable in autumn of 2011 (inform the International Openess WG that the procedural aspects (i.e. the organizing committee) for organizing the roundtable might change and propose an alternative, following another discussion within the IPN Steering Committee.

The application for a project decision will be taken after the collection of existing practice is concluded.
The Secretariat will contact Siegbert Wuttig for asking him to take over the data collection exercise and inquire about the data collection timeline.

The date of the next IPN meeting will be set in September or October. The IPN Steering Committee will meet one day before for preparing the meeting. The location will probably be Brussels.

In the BFUG meeting, one of the IPN Chairs will provide an oral update of the IPN Steering Group decisions, based on these minutes and on the draft workplan, that can be found attached to the present minutes.
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