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Tentative results from the IO WG, 18.01.2011 (pages indicate references to the minutes)
1. The target group of the IPN is outside Europe (p.19)

2. The terms of reference remain unchanged

3. The IPN shall focus on information first and promotion only in a second step (p.18)

4. The IPN shall be assisted by the other working groups, which shall provide specific information materials (p.19)

5. The IPN shall reflect on the presentation of information at the EHEA website 
a. It should make suggestions how to make it more organic and intuitive for the user (p.18) 

b. FAQs shall be identified, double-checked with users outside the EHEA and adapted accordingly

c. Promotion agencies, EUA and ESU shall help in the process

6. A Joint Roadmap for two years, covering 2011-2013, should be the result of the Round Table at the end of 2011 (p.15)  

7. The role of the IPN is to tell the Bologna story correctly and in a concise manner

a. It shall communicate understandably for the general public

b. the IPN should make up for the diagnosed lack of information materials explaining notions such as quality assurance and mobility valid for the entire EHEA – not single countries (p.16) 

c. these materials should not be too specific, focus should be on basic EHEA info in a leaflet

8. The EUA will collect existing materials and presentations on the EHEA

9. The IPN should decide on its target groups and design information according to their individual information needs (p.17) 

Open Questions (pages indicate references to the IO WG minutes, 18.01.2011)
1. What is the main aim of the IPN? Why do it and what to promote? 

a. Do these questions still have to be addressed and decided upon by the IO WG and the BFUG? (p.18) 
2. What is the agreed-upon target group of all IPN activities?

a. The target group of the IPN is outside Europe (p.19)

i. Yet the IO WG chair indicates that the EHEA should not be excluded as a target group (p.19)

ii. Furthermore the IO WG noted that the IPN shall communicate understandably for the general public – the general outside EHEA public? 

b. Should the IPN focus on a single Bologna story for the EHEA or pursue a multi-perspective take? 

i. The IPN should not promote a common Bologna story but describe each country’s own Bologna experience (p.17) vs. produce information material valid for the entire EHEA – not single countries (p.16)
ii. If multifaceted, how can a promotional strategy harness this diversity?

c. The IPN shall reflect on the presentation of information at the EHEA website and make suggestions how to make it more organic and intuitive for the user (p.18) 

i. FAQs shall be identified, double-checked with users outside the EHEA and adapted accordingly

ii. Promotion agencies, EUA and ESU shall help in the process

1. How will this cooperation be formalised and set in motion?

2. Who is liaising?

3. Should the IPN be an expert network focusing on marketing activities or focus on information first and only in a second step on marketing?
a. Cf. the IPN should be an expert network on marketing activities generating professional ideas for EHEA promotion (p.15) vs. The IPN shall focus on information first and promotion only in a second step (p.18)
4. If the terms of reference remain unchanged what are the implication for setting up working groups?

a. Does the IPN choose to have one working group or a set of working groups dealing with specific tasks as laid out in the terms of reference?

b. How will the IPN work plan be discussed and possibly reshaped (as stated in the ERT, 17.01.2011)?

c. How can a speedy adoption of the IPN work plan be safeguarded and communicated to the IPN members?

5. Should the IPN proceed with the suggested course of action (cf. ERT 17.01.2011) and present, by March 1, 2011, a communication to the next BFUG meeting based on a paper written by Louise Simpson and once written by Irene Jansen presenting the DAAD survey results?

6. Irene Jansen suggested in the Bonn 17.12.2010 meeting that one possible outcome of the IPN work could be a recommendation of an EHEA marketing strategy, endorsed by the BFUG and presented to the ministerial meeting in Bucharest in 2012 #

a. Is this (still) a possible/actual/envisioned outcome of the work of the IPN?
b. What is a midterm promotion strategy, who is in charge and what is the general framework (timeline, responsibilities, etc.)? (p.15) 

7. The IPN shall be assisted by other working groups, which shall provide specific information materials (p.19)

a. How will this cooperation be formalised and set in motion?

b. Who is liaising?

8. Is a communication concept still an issue for the IPN?

a. Communication concept: i.e. to address vital contacts on existing networks and ensure flow of communication (Vienna, 28.05.2010)

b. If so, who should be responsible for it and what is the timeline?

9. The Bologna Secretariat has created country-specific templates for each member state of the EHEA. This template could be further developed, in line with an agreed-upon overarching information/ promotion strategy. 
a. Does the IPN still endorse the idea of such information packages for each EHEA country?

b. How would the current content be modified?

c. Who takes responsibility for the overhaul?

10. What is the role of the IPN in organising the round table? (p.15) 

