2nd Meeting of the 2009-2012 BFUG Working Group “Transparency Tools”

October, 11th 2010, 11.00 – 15.30

Adopted minutes

Participants 

	
	Country/Organisation
	Name

	1 
	Armenia
	Not present.

	2 
	Austria
	Eva Schacherbauer

	3 
	Belgium/Flemish Community
	Noël Vercruysse (Chair)

	4 
	Belgium/French Community
	Kevin Guillaume

	5 
	Bologna Secretariat
	Viorel Proteasa

	6 
	Business Europe
	Henning Dettleff

	7 
	Council of Europe
	Not present.

	8 
	Croatia
	Melita Kovacevic

	9 
	Czech Republic
	Jan Uhlíř

	10 
	Cyprus
	Christos Pouyioukkas

	11 
	Denmark
	Helle Otte

	12 
	Education International
	Jens Vraa Jensen

	13 
	ENQA
	Achim Hopbach

	14 
	ESU 
	Allan Päll

	15 
	EUA 
	Melissa Koops

	16 
	EURASHE
	Stefan Delplace

	17 
	European Commission
	Endika Bengoetxea

	18 
	Finland
	Maarit Palonen

	19 
	France
	Claude Sauvageot

	20 
	Germany
	Birger Hendriks

	21 
	Italy
	Giunio Luzzatto

	22 
	Netherlands
	Not present. 

	23 
	Spain
	Not present.

	24 
	Switzerland
	Raymond Werlen

	25
	UK/EWNI
	Peter Baldwinson


Welcome and opening

The Chair, Noël Vercruysse (Belgium/Flemish Community), opened the second meeting of the working group and welcomed the participants.

Agenda adoption

The Chair introduced the agenda. Main items of the agenda refer to the adoption of minutes from the previous WG meeting, updates from WG members on developments in the field of transparency, presentation of the meeting of the Directors General in Higher Education held in Namur, 13-14 September 2010, the structure of the report the WG will submit to the ministers in 2012, setting the upcoming meetings of the WG and brain-storming on the mini-seminar to be organized for the entire BFUG, the presentation of IT tools available for the WG.

The working group adopted the agenda as proposed. 

Adoption of the minutes from the November 11th, 2009, meeting

The Chair introduced the minutes. The working group adopted them.

Recent developments - updates from members of the Working Group

The Chair invited the participants to share new developments on transparency tools with the WG members.

ESU presented a project on information provision for students, consisting of both desk research and survey. The project aims to have a broader look at what information is provided for students, in terms of its relevance and usage. The project also targets youth outside higher education.

EUA announced that they initiated an independent study in January this year, aiming to enhance transparency on rankings towards their members. The study will provide in depth analysis of current rankings. They will organize a seminar to present the results in May next year.

Croatia briefed the WG on UNICA establishing a group of work on research evaluation.

The European Commission provided an update on the present stage of their feasibility study on a multidimensional, global ranking. He emphasised the conference to be held in the beginning of the summer for the presentation of project's findings.

ENQA introduced E4 Map ESG project aiming to evaluate the impact of the three parts of the European Standards and Guidelines in Quality Assurance.

The Chair informed the WG on a research article that ranks some of the existing rankings on the criteria of transparency. 

Italy suggested the circulation of more detailed updates amongst the WG members. The members of the WG welcomed Italy's suggestion. The Bologna Secretariat concluded that he would organize this activity by sending an email to the WG requesting a short, maximum one page overview, a link to a webpage (if existing) and the contact details of a person who can answer further questions, if necessary. All this information will be centralized and circulated to the WG.

Conclusions of the meeting of the Directors General in Higher Education, September 13-14th, Namur, Belgium

Belgium (French Community) made an overview of the speakers and of the main themes of the meeting. He further introduced the structure of the conclusions:

- First part states general considerations;

- Second part pinpoints the need to have strong HEI's, that are accountable to the society. In this context, transparency is needed to show strengths and weaknesses;

- Third part refers mainly to diversity and quality. Due to their diversity, quality assurance systems have sometimes difficulties to inform the society on HEIs' performance. Diversity motivates the need for more transparency. In this context, existing transparency tools are not adequate and a multidimensional approach is needed. He commented that the European Commission offered an alternative through the U-multirank project. The conclusions call for a shift in approaches: instead of debating the methodology, more emphasis should be placed on how transparency tools interact with governance, quality and internationalisation. 

The European Commission highlighted that they want to organize peer-learning activities on transparency.

The Chair presented the outcomes of the questionnaire sent out as preparation of the DG HE meeting. He concluded that: 

· Rankings are used and play a role in HE;

· Rankings have led to a public debate on how to improve transparency of diversity both in missions and in performances taking into account the multiple dimensions, functions and roles of HE;

· Both public authorities and the HEIs are responsible for making the information about the HEIs or about themselves publicly available in such a way that the users can compare missions, quality or performance.

EUA remarked that respondents perceived international rankings more accurate than the national one.

The Chair invited the Bologna Secretariat to present some of the outcomes of IREG 5
. The Bologna Secretariat mentioned some of the conference highlights that he found relevant for the WG and supranational as scope:

· Alex Usher presented some preliminary data on the  impact and particularities of rankings on developing countries (mainly in terms of policy); 

· The E3M Project was presented (indicators for "third mission"); 

· Jamil Salmi was presenting a concept of benchmarking for policy: calculating an aggregate score from the positions of HEI’s in current rankings and using it for benchmarking national HE systems; 

· Jan Sadlak presented a proposal to transform IREG in an accreditation body for rankings. 

The Bologna Secretariat presented a selection of the slides on the purpose, the procedure and the categories of criteria. He also promised to send all presentations and abstracts to the WG members, once they are published on the conference website. 
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Further on, the members of the WG engaged in a conceptual discussion on rankings. 
The structure of the final report

The Chair introduced the background paper, emphasizing its preliminaries. He also presented the main report topics, as proposed in the same paper.

EI welcomed the approach and highlighted the importance of acknowledging the shortcomings of current rankings and classification.
Switzerland considered that most important topics were addressed in the background paper. He further suggested adding the conditions transparency tools need to fulfill in order to be useful for different benefiters in their efforts to depict HE diversity. He further suggested exploring the meaningfulness of government intervention through a "state ranking" and to make this also a part of the report. 
UK suggested addressing also the wide diversity of transparency tools and the wide diversity of users: different users had different needs from the different tools. He also suggested that the extent to which stakeholders were involved in current transparency tools should be examined. He further emphasized on the need to distinguish between  transparency tools which aimed at describing diversity from rankings and tables. Another suggestion put forward by UK was for the report to also acknowledge the resource burden on HEIs due to reporting for different transparency tools.
ESU reminded the WG members that the paragraph “to analyse some existing accountability and quality mechanisms using performance indicators and contextual indicators” from the Terms of Reference had been removed at the previous meeting. He echoed UK on stakeholders' involvement. He further suggested addressing the issue of accountability differentiated, based on how different stakeholder use the transparency tools. He also underlined that the structure of the report should reflect the relation of all transparency tools to quality, not only of the rankings. 

ENQA called for a transversal approach of all chapters of the report, emphasizing different needs and uses of various stakeholders in relation to transparency tools. The members of the WG welcomed the suggestion.
EUA also highlighted the deletion of the reference to performance indicators and warned that quality profiles are broader than what indicators can measure. She suggested including the limitation of transparency tools in the chapter on the relation to quality.
The WG members were further engaged in a debate on measurement methodologies and their shortcomings. 

They agreed on sending their concrete comments and suggestions on the report structure to the Bologna Secretariat until the end of the week.

Forthcoming meetings of the Working Group

It was agreed to have the following meetings in 2011:

· A WG meeting in the beginning of March, in Brussels. In this meeting, the WG will discuss the introductory chapter and what is understood as a transparency tool. The Chair assisted by the Bologna Secretariat will circulate a draft by the end of February The progress of the WG will be communicated in the 17-18th of March, 2011 BFUG meeting, in order to give them the possibility of reaction. 

· A workshop dedicated to the WG members in mid June, in Brussels. In this meeting, the WG will receive the input of the invitees on the concept of transparency tools. The invitees will be researchers on various transparency tools, but also speakers on broader policy topics. The aim is to inform the WG members, but also to give them the opportunity to discuss with the invitees the problematic areas of the report. It was agreed that the Bologna Secretariat would organize the process of selecting and inviting speakers.

· A WG meeting in mid September, in Brussels, to discuss a complete form of the report. The report will be submitted to the BFUG for commenting in the 13-14th October, 2011 meeting. In case it will be needed, a further meeting in late December or early January to prepare the final report to be adopted by the BFUG in their February meeting.

· A mini-seminar in late November, preferably in Poland, open for the participation of the entire BFUG. The date remains to be agreed with the Polish Presidency of the Council of the European Union. In case their proposal will not fit the calendar of the WG, Belgium/French Community offered to host it. The mini-seminar will be promoted only to the BFUG. 

Brainstorming on the thematic discussion within the BFUG (mini-seminar)

This discussion was postponed for the March WG meeting or for a discussion associated with the mid June workshop. It was agreed to invite CHERPA consortium to present the results of the feasibility study on a multidimensional and global ranking, financed by the European Commission. 

Modus operandi - the website page of the WG on ehea.info

The Bologna Secretariat presented the IT facilities for supporting WG's work: the backoffice section for the restricted use of the WG and the section of ehea.info dedicated to the WG. 

Germany stressed on the importance of having a virtual space for interaction for the restricted use of the members of the WG. 

The Bologna Secretariat explained how the backoffice addresses this need and promised to provide later on detailed written information on the IT tools and their use.

Any other business

The Chair explored the possibility to collect the practices in indicators for funding, especially in the field of research. Some members commented on this issue. The discussion was not concluded. The European Commission assumed that they would provide information on their projects that could be linked to the issue of transparency.

� The conclusions and the presentations of the Meeting were circulated by email as preparation of the WG meeting.


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.ireg-observatory.org/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=54&Itemid=71"�http://www.ireg-observatory.org/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=54&Itemid=71�


� A background document was circulated by email as preparation for this point of agenda.
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� A background document was circulated by email as preparation for this point of agenda.
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The purpose – Why an audit?

		 One of the main activities of IREG relates to collective 	understanding of the importance of quality 	assessment of its own work – rankings.  





		The new IREG Ranking Audit initiative is based on the 	Berlin Principle and is expected to:

		enhance the transparency about rankings;

		give users of rankings a tool to identify trustworthy 	rankings; 

		Enhance the credibility of rankings, and 

		Finally improve the quality of rankings. 









Procedure: The Audit Process
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Audit Criteria

19 Criteria:



		PURPOSE, TARGET GROUPS, BASIC APPROACH (3)

		METHODOLOGY (7)

		PUBLICATION, PRESENTATION OF RESULTS (4)

		TRANSPARENCY; RESPONSIVENESS (2)

		INTERNAL QUALITY ASSURANCE (3)
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Background discussion paper on the mini-seminar


This document provides an overview of different conceptual aspects of the mini-seminar. It also lists possible issues for decision. It can be subject to additions, modifications and deletions. Its aim is to stir and structure the debate. 

References to the Plan of Work


" 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. "


" 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."


Reference to the Draft BFUG Outcomes of Proceedings, Alden Biesen, August, 24-25th, 2010


" the WG Chair (...) mentioned (...) the idea of organizing a mini-seminar on transparency tools (possibly during the Polish EU Presidency)"


" Poland pointed out that in almost the same period there would probably be a DGHE meeting held in Krakow and Chantal Kaufmann, mentioned that - if it would not be possible to organize the mini-seminar in Poland - Belgium can host it;"


" Croatia asked for possibly opening the seminar to the wider public. "


" The WG’s Chair (...)added that a possible format of the mini-seminar would be to invite experts to react to the developments under this thematic area."


Issues to decide


The audience of the mini seminar:


a. Restricted to the WG individual members;


b. Open for the whole BFUG;


c. Open for BFUG and other national representatives
.


The location of the mini seminar:


a. Poland


b. Belgium


The format of the mini seminar


Currently, two proposals
 were received:


- A general introduction of the tools (Ex: defining concepts, presenting major philosophies, describing measurement methodologies and indicators);


- An analysis of some transparency tools from the perspective of their use (Ex: categories of users, specific information needs, other impacts besides informing decisions).


The seminar will not exceed two working days. Its duration will be decided at a later stage, once the format and the list of invitees are set.


A draft program will be prepared until ... (date to be decided).


The list of invitees will be decided as follows:


- After the WG meeting the Secretariat will issue a call for nominations to the members of the WG;


- The WG members will send their nominations until ... (date to be decided);


- The Secretariat, under the coordination of the chair will take care of the further organization of the mini-seminar (communication with the invitees, finalising the agenda, communication with the organizers, dissemination etc.)


� This request conflicts with the decisions of the WG: the minutes of the meeting on November 30th, 2010, mention that "the seminar will be organised only for the working group".



� The BFUG made explicit the need to involve national (even individual) stakeholders, specially HEI's and students.



� " 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 minutes of the meeting on November 30th, 2010)








