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	Name

	1 
	Armenia
	Alexander Ter-Hovakimyan

	2 
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	Eva Schacherbauer

	3 
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	4 
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	5 
	Bologna Secretariat
	Sara Demény

	6 
	Business Europe
	Henning Dettleff

	7 
	Council of Europe
	Radu Damian

	8 
	Croatia
	Melita Kovacevic

	9 
	Czech Republic
	Jan Uhlíř

	10 
	Cyprus
	Michael Trimikliniotis

	11 
	Denmark
	Mette Juul Jensen

	12 
	Education International
	Jens Vraa Jensen

	13 
	ENQA
	Achim Hopbach 

	14 
	ESU 
	Allan Päll

	15 
	EUA 
	Melissa Koops

	16 
	EURASHE
	Not present

	17 
	European Commission
	Robin van Ijperen

	18 
	Finland
	Maija Innola 

	19 
	France
	Hélène Lagier

	20 
	Germany
	Birger Hendriks

	21 
	Italy
	Giunio Luzzatto

	22 
	Netherlands
	Frans de Zwaan 

	23 
	Spain
	José-Ginés Mora

	24 
	Switzerland
	Raymond Werlen

	25
	UK/EWNI
	Peter Baldwinson


Welcome and opening

The Chair, Noël Vercruysse (Belgium/Flemish Community), opened the first meeting of the working group and welcomed the participants. 
As it was the first meeting of the working group, the Chair initiated a short tour de table, allowing all members to introduce themselves. 

1) Adoption of the Agenda
The agenda of the meeting was adopted.
2) Approval of the terms of reference
The Chair presented the terms of reference of the group as they had been approved by the BFUG at its meeting in Stockholm on 28-29 September 2009. The terms of reference define the tasks of the working group, the mandate of which ends with the ministerial conference of 2012 (see annex 1). 

Some questions concerning the diction of the ToR have been raised. France emphasized that “to monitor” is an active word, which should as well mean dealing actively with the paragraph 22 of the Leuven communiqué. ESU would like to see a neutral ToR without making final recommendations as different groups of stakeholders need different tools. 
According to Switzerland, the impact of the tools concerned have not yet been sufficiently studied and should therefore be carefully followed. Answering the question of the European Commission, whether the work of the group should cover all important parts of the world like the US, Croatia held that dealing with all these parts would seem too ambitious. Germany expressed its wishes to give recommandations to the BFUG instead of just to report to them. The recommandations are to illustrate how the Bologna Process develops in terms of these tools. Concerning the width of the observations, the Higher Education within the European Union should be followed closer.
Some doubts concerning the number of the meetings of the working group have been raised and agreed that in order to achieve sustained success within five meetings, the work has to be intensive.  
The chair summarized the arguments including the need to reconsider the diction of the ToR and ensured that there will be recommandations both to the BFUG and to the Ministers in 2011.

3) Approval and adoption of workplan 2009-2012
Based on the draft work plan that had been circulated in preparation of the meeting, the Chair initiated a discussion on how to take forward the different tasks of the working group. Especially the first two tasks of the work plan have intensively been discussed. 
a) To agree on the scope of the working group on multidimensional transparency tools and to define the linkages with other issues as there are: quality, accountability, … 
Denmark suggested to work towards creating an overwiev of the multitude of the tools  rather than analyzing them as well as to concentrate on Europe. That way other institutions could benefit from the report of the working group. 
Armenia expressed doubts of the usefulness of European tools in Armenia.
According to Italy it might be useful to identify how these tools are applied as not only universities but also goverments are using controversial tools for arguing and claiming financial support.
The Council of Europe would appreciate a structured way of identifying the connection between transparency tools and the multiple missions of the universities, like sustainable employement, research or personal development. These missions are certainly difficult to measure with tools.
According to ENQA the working group should restrict itself to the scope and rather gather information for recommendation then analyzing.

During the discussion the following questions have been further raised:

· What are the the goals of the different tools and mechanisms?

· Do they really address the multiple dimensions of the Higher Education? Are they serving the goals like quality of teaching, research, social dimension, personal development?

· Are they contributing to a better understanding?

· What is included in and excluded from the notion “multidimensional transparency tools” and how is it defined?

The Chair summerized these questions/points and suggested to make an overview about them as the first task of the working group.
b) To organize a mini-seminar on transparency tools and instruments in order to broaden our perspective: from rankings to a transparency framework
The chair informed the group that the seminar has been required by the BFUG and is due to be organised not only for the working group but for the BFUG members as well. Though there is a possibility to keep it smaller and organises it only for the working group. During the seminar other institutions should give their views and disclose a brighter philosophy of the transparency tools. Though there are good instruments for research universities, the European Higher Education is lacking necessary tools.

EUA pointed out that despite the fact that there is a multitude of research tools, they should not be excluded from the scope of the working group, and highlighted that the work of the DG Research Expert Group on the Assessment of University Based Research could be of particular interest to the WG.

Italy suggested two sessions for the miniseminar. One session is to cover the tools in general and the other one shall deal with their multitude use, keeping in mind that the discussion of the working group showed a significant interest in the second part.

The EUA recommended to invite some speakers to elaborate on the  complexities as a result of the diversity in European higher education, for example Sybille Reichert (author of the EUA study on Institutional Diversity in European HE) or Howard Newby (member of the above mentioned DG Research expert group, as well as member of the DGEAC Advisory Board on the development of a Global Multidimensional Ranking).     

France expressed its doubts whether only two meetings in 2010 will be sufficient and suggested an additional meeting in May or June, taking into account the conference of Budapest and Vienna in March 2010.
Germany suggested to collect additional ideas from Denmark and other EU countries. The miniseminar should be used effectively E.g. every country represented in the working group should make a short report of ten minutes, whereas student satisfaction should be an important part and should therefore be involved. 

The chair sumarized the points and questions raised during the discussion and concluded the following steps:
· The seminar will be organised only for the working group
· A questionnaire will be prepared with the Bologna Secretariat and will be sent out in English to all BFUG members (countries and organisations).
· Answers for the questionnaires will be awaited by the end of March in order to be able to discuss it at the following meeting of the working group in May. 

· The second half of 2010 will be linked both to the miniseminar and the questionnaire.
· The invitees for the mini-seminar will be contacted by the end of February.

4) Two reports from the European Commission on the EU feasibility 

The EU report on design and testing of a multidimensional global ranking has been presented by Robijn van Ijperen from the European Commission:
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The presentation of the report on University data collection has been made by Anne ROUAULT:
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6) Any other business
The group agreed to meet again in Brussels in May 2010. Further information on that will follow.
The Chair thanked the participants for their active contribution and closed the meeting. 

Annex 1: Terms of reference

	Name of the Working Group

Transparency mechanisms

	Contact person (Chair): 

Noël Vercruysse – Belgium/Flemish Community (noel.vercruysse@ond.vlaanderen.be) 

	Composition:

Armenia, Austria, Belgium/French Community, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, Malta, the Netherlands, Spain, Switzerland, UK/EWNI, European Commission, BUSINESSEUROPE, Council of Europe, EI, ENQA, ESU, EUA, EURASHE.

	Purpose and outcomes

· to monitor and analyse the development of the transparency tools and mechanisms, both the purposes and the objectives (information, accountability, quality) and the indicators and criteria used (input/processes, output/outcome);

· to make a report to the 2012 ministerial conference.

	Reference to the Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué

Paragraphs 26, point 3

	Specific tasks



	Reporting

Minutes of the meetings of working group will be made available to the BFUG.

BFUG will receive regular reports and updates as well as a working plan and draft intermediate reports for written consultation and comments.

The final report / conclusions will be presented and discussed no later than the BFUG meeting in the second half of 2011. 

	Meeting Schedule

First meeting: Brussels, 30 November 2009

To the 2012 ministerial conference:  5 meetings: 2 in 2010, 2 in 2011 and 1 in 2012.

	Liaison with other action lines

There is a clear interaction with the working group “Reporting on the implementation of the Bologna Process”, in particular concerning data collection and the definition of indicators used for the monitoring and measuring mobility and the social dimension.

	Additional remark

The communiqué of the 2009 world conference on higher education also mentions the need for greater information, openness and transparency regarding different missions and performances of individual institutions.


Annex 2
BFUG Working Group

“Multidimensional transparency tools”
“Towards a transparent landscape of European Higher Education”

DRAFT Work Plan 2009-2012

Leuven-Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué: The BFUG is asked to monitor the development of the transparency mechanisms and to report back to the 2012 ministerial conference.

	Tasks 
	Who? 
	How? 
	When?

	· To agree on the scope of the working group on multidimensional transparency tools and to define the linkages with other issues as there are: quality, accountability, …
	WG 
	Meeting
	Meeting of November 30th 2009

	· Preparation of a questionnaire on relevant developments in Member states on transparency for the meeting of the Directors-General for Higher Education 13-14 September 2010, in Namur
	Preparation and Draft :

Chair and Bologna secretariat
Comments:

Working Group
	Draft by the Chair and the Bologna Secretariat; Written contribution by the working group.
	The 1st draft of questionnaire will be prepared by the end of April. 

The WG will be asked to comment on it in form of written contributions by mid May.

	· To take stock of and discuss presentations and outcomes of the DG HE meeting complemented with new developments in the field of ranking in higher education.

· Eventual invitation of and discussion with international experts – originally planned to invite to the mini seminar – who would comment on outcomes of the DGHE meeting and on new developments. (still to be discussed and agreed on by the WG per email)

· Discussion of the organisation of the mini seminar


	WG
	Meeting
	Meeting WG 1st half of October 2010

	· To analyse the existing transparency tools according their scope, their relevance, their rationale, their purposes and objectives, their perspective, their dimensions, their indicators, etc.  eventually in the frame of a mini seminar.
	WG
	Meeting
	Meeting WG January/February 2011


	· To explore the possibilities to develop a performance indicator framework for enhancing evidence-based transparency in the EHEA diversity and to develop a multidimensional quality profile of each institution
	WG
	Meeting
	Meeting WG June 2011

	· To prepare a report on the development of transparency mechanisms to the BFUG and to the 2012 ministerial conference
	WG
	Meeting
	Meeting WG January 2012

	· 
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Robin van IJperen

Bologna WG Transparence Tools

Brussel, 30 November 2009

EU Feasibility study on design and testing of a Multi-dimensional Global Ranking: 
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A. EU Context: the Modernisation Agenda for

    		  Universities

 

B. Overview of EU-supported transparency initiatives

         

C. Towards a Multi-dimensional Global Ranking 
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A. EU-context Modernisation agenda for Universities 
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Around 4 million universities in Europe and 19 million HE students.



Still not enough people complete higher education when they leave school.  Need to drive levels up if we are going to maximise the benefits of a knowledge society.



Many curricula are outdated and not adequately attuned to the needs of the labour market.



Higher education institutions need more freedom and more money to be able to achieve the aspirations that we as a society have set for them.  They shouldn’t be constrained by over-regulation.



Many universities are not responsive to the needs of adult learners – designed for a school leaver following a full-time course?  Need to be more flexible to ensure that mature students are able to access and complete HE – or to dip in and out according to their needs.









*

Main messages of the Modernisation agenda: (1) 



		Modern universities should dare to diversify on the

 basis of their strenghts. Not all institutions need the

 same mix between education and research.



		The diverse missions and performances of our 

 universities should be made transparent to all

 stakeholders.  
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Main messages of the Modernisation agenda: (2) 



		More transparency will make it easier for students,

 teachers and researchers to make an informed

 choice where and what to study and where to work. 



		More transparency would also serve university

 management to better position themselves and 

 improve their developments strategies, quality and

 performances!



		





*

Around 4 million universities in Europe and 19 million HE students.



Still not enough people complete higher education when they leave school.  Need to drive levels up if we are going to maximise the benefits of a knowledge society.



Many curricula are outdated and not adequately attuned to the needs of the labour market.



Higher education institutions need more freedom and more money to be able to achieve the aspirations that we as a society have set for them.  They shouldn’t be constrained by over-regulation.



Many universities are not responsive to the needs of adult learners – designed for a school leaver following a full-time course?  Need to be more flexible to ensure that mature students are able to access and complete HE – or to dip in and out according to their needs.









*

B. EU supported transparency initiatives in higher education 



		CHEPS study « Mapping diversity of university profiles »



		European Data Collection project



		Expertgroup on Asessment of University based Research



		Assessment of Higher Education Learning Outcomes (AHELO)



		Pilot project on design and testing of a multi-dimensional global ranking
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C. Towards a Multi-dimensional Global University Ranking 



		Various rankings have their own purpose and target groups 

(Berlin principles)



		Shortcomings existing rankings: 

- tendency to focus on  research in hard sciences and ignore

  performances of universities in other areas like humanities, social 

  sciences teaching quality, innovation, internationalisation and

  community outreach.

- focus on entire institutions, not on programmes/disciplines



		Therefore desirable that, based on existing initiatives, instruments will be developed which enable a multi-dimensional ranking. 
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Characteristics of multi-dimensional ranking to be developed and tested 



		Multi-dimensional and user-driven (different users and target groups can choose an own « smart ranking »)



		Independent (not run by governments or universities)



		Global (covering institutions in Europe and other continents)
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Planning of the project 

		End of May 2009: Start of project



		End of December 2009: Final Report design phase

  

		January 2010: Start testing phase



		End of May 2011: Final Report testing phase
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Anne ROUAULT

European Commission

DG RTD. Dir C. 

ERA: Knowledge-based Economy

 Universities and Researchers



	

TOWARDS THE CREATION OF A EUROPEAN UNIVERSITY DATA COLLECTION
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Context  



                              

		Universities high on political agenda

		Bologna Process and European Higher Education Area (EHEA)

		European Research Area (ERA)

		Modernisation Agenda for Universities (Commission Communication 2006 and Council Resolution 2007) and national reforms



		Well-recognised need for more information on universities

		Census, basic characteristics, their behaviour, their strategies, their performance



		Some aggregated data exist at national and regional level but lack of  comparable data across Europe on universities at institutional level
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An explicit call for further data collection …                             

Bologna Process: Meeting of European Ministers Responsible for Higher Education, Communiqué April 2009



		“Improved and enhanced data collection will help monitor progress made in the attainment of the objectives set out in the social dimension, employability and mobility agendas, as well as in other policy areas, and will serve as a basis for both stocktaking and benchmarking.”



		“We note that there are several current initiatives designed to develop mechanisms for providing more detailed information about higher education institutions across the EHEA to make their diversity more transparent. These transparency tools … should be based on comparable data and adequate indicators to describe the diverse profiles of higher education institutions and their programmes.”
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… and another

Council Conclusions on the Launch of the “Ljubljana Process” - towards full realisation of ERA, May 2008



		“monitoring indicators and evaluation criteria should be defined, adopted and supported by an effective information system, which should be developed jointly by the Commission and the Member States …and should enable overall progress towards the shared vision of ERA and the specific ERA initiatives to be monitored.”
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For what purpose?



A data collection at institutional level should address the information needs of policy-makers at European, national and institutional level by providing regular, reliable and comparable data that: 



		 make it possible to map the diversity of the universities' profile and their missions



		 provide a dynamic tool to assess the impact of policy measures on universities and monitor at European level the implementation of the Modernisation Agenda



		 help to define new and appropriate evidence-based policies 
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A European University Data Collection

First step: A feasibility study

		 Public procurement in 2008. Contract awarded to a consortium headed by University of Pisa (EUMIDA)





		 Work began July 2009; duration 15 months





		 DG Research responsible for project, supported by Eurostat and DG Education and Culture who together form an Advisory Group



		Feasibility study but long-term and ambitious goal is to have a regular data collection at institutional level





		 Strong cooperation needed with national statistical correspondants throughout project
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Challenges and Key issues





Challenges :

		To establish sustainable infrastructure for consistent, coherent and regularly updated data collection

		To collect available data at institutional level without addressing individual HEI

		Strong commitment needed : National Statistical Correspondants, ministries of education /research..



Key issues :

		Transparency – making publicly available individual data for all HEI in accordance with a common methodology / definition

		Confidentiality of individual data – conditions for making data available
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Work done so far

		Eurostat official letter at DG level sent to NSAs asking for support and cooperation on the project – in July 2009

		Meetings of EUMIDA national experts with contact persons in the NSAs

		Discussions on data availability, methodological and collection issues – in july/october 2009

		Development of EUMIDA national reports under validation of national statistical correspondants – in October and November 2009

		Creation of a dedicated Task Force : FESUR (Feasibility Study for creating a University register), bringing together EUMIDA national experts and Eurostat contact persons – First meeting 9 November 2009 to discuss perimeter of the survey, set of variables to be collected, data availability, accessibility , confidentiality .
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Scope of the project

		Perimeter





		Census of HEI

		Sub-set of research-active HE





		Variables to be collected 



		Census and Data Set 1 : A core set of data for all HEI 

		Data set 2 :Extended set of data for research-active HEI 
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Scope of the project (2) (2)

		Data set 1 :



Institutional code	                                       Specialisation in subject domains

Name of the institution	                                       Distance learning education institutions

Country	                                                          Highest degree delivered

Legal status	                                       Research active institution

Foundation year	                                       Number of doctorates awarded

University hospital	                                       Share of students from abroad, first degrees

Total staff	                                                          Share of doctoral students from abroad

Number of students at ISCED 5-6 level	  Region of establishment

Data set 2 :

Expenditure	                                        Scientific publications

Income	                                                           Patents

Personnel	                                                           Technology transfer activities

Students                                                                Careers and employability

Graduates	
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Next steps

		Pilot data collection from 4 MS : AT, CH, NO, IT – December 2009



		Core set of data from all MS + CH-NO – February 2010



		Second meeting of FESUR Task Force – March 2010



		Extended set of data from all MS + CH-NO – May/june 2010



		Third meeting of FESUR TAsk Force – July 2010



		Final Report of EUMIDA Consortium – September 2010





		Evaluation of the results – November 2010
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Confidentiality issues

Are a major concern…
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