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Participants 

	
	Country/Organisation
	Name

	1 
	Armenia
	Varduhi Vorskanyan

	2 
	Austria
	Eva Schacherbauer

	3 
	Belgium/Flemish Community
	Noël Vercruysse (Chair)

	4 
	Belgium/French Community
	Not present.

	5 
	BFUG Secretariat
	Viorel Proteasa

	6 
	Business Europe
	Henning Dettleff

	7 
	Council of Europe
	Not present.

	8 
	Croatia
	Not present.

	9 
	Czech Republic
	Jan Uhlíř

	10 
	Cyprus
	Christos Pouyioukkas

	11 
	Denmark
	Not present.

	12 
	Education International
	Jens Vraa Jensen

	13 
	ENQA
	Achim Hopbach

	14 
	ESU 
	Allan Päll

	15 
	EUA 
	Thérèse Zhang

	16 
	EURASHE
	Not present.

	17 
	European Commission
	Robin van IJperen

	18 
	Finland
	Maarit Palonen

	19 
	France
	Not present.

	20 
	Germany
	Birger Hendriks

	21 
	Italy
	Giunio Luzzatto

	22 
	Netherlands
	Floor Boselie-Abbenhuis 

	23 
	Spain
	Not present.

	24 
	Switzerland
	Not present.

	25
	UK/EWNI
	Peter Baldwinson


Welcome by the Chair and agenda adoption

The chaired welcomed the participants and thanked all those that contributed over email to the drafting of the background documents for the meeting. He also introduced the agenda, which was adopted.
Adoption of the minutes from the November 11th 2010 meeting

The minutes were adopted, with the following remarks:
· The pages would be numbered;

· The first paragraph from the fifth page would be made explicit, as follows: «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.»
Recent developments - updates from members of the Working Group
The Chair presented the Plan of Work of the Transparency Tools Working Group and its stage of implementation. He also briefed the participants on the Peer Learning 'Lite' on Transparency Tools, organized by the European Commission in Brussels, on the 16th of February 2011. The audience added that a previous Peer Learning Activity, held in Oslo, that was concluded with the remark that European Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) run the danger of going mainly towards world class research model and therefore a strategic frame is needed at national level to preserve the system diversity. Such a frame of governmental steering should include instruments that provide accounts of the diversity and incentives for diversification or preserving diversity.
The European Commission (EC) has introduced the feasibility project on multi-dimensional global models of universities insisting on the launching event to be held in Brussels, on the 9th of July 2011. The EC representative also briefed the audience on the achievements in including a wide array of indicators and the inclusion of the national context factors. He further mentioned some of the challenges the project is facing in relation to the design of an implementation model and a global representativeness of the sampled HEIs.
The BFUG Secretariat briefed the participants on the instruments that are being developed to assess the learning outcomes within the AHELO project of the OECD, as they were presented in the Stakeholders’ Consultative Group meeting held in Paris on March, 30th 2011. 
ENQA introduced their position paper on quality assurance and transparency tools insisting on the overlapping between different transparency tools and on their different purposes.
EUA introduced their dissemination event for the Review of International Rankings.
Presentation of the introduction to the draft report, followed by discussions
The Chair and the BFUG Secretariat introduced the paper inserted below and explained how it was drafted. The participants expressed their comments on the proposal. The discussion was concluded with the following general remarks:

· A reference to unstructured transparency tools should be kept and the concept should be properly defined;

· The Bologna Tools should be offered extensive space, focusing on how they could add an information function to their initial purpose. The Bologna Tools to be addressed are quality assurance, recognition, qualifications frameworks, diploma supplement, ECTS and cycles systems. This part of the report would be drafted in coordination with the relevant substructures within the Bologna Process;
· The report should be drafted having in mind that the question of how much comparability and compatibility is desired remains unanswered
;

· The report should also focus on measurement based transparency tools that are of relevance for the EHEA, such as some rankings and classifications. They should be approached in such a way that they do not diminish the importance of the Bologna tools, nor change their philosophy. Emphasis should be placed on the national and regional level within EHEA as well;
· The report should not rule out other transparency tools based on facts that do not fit into the categories defined in the paper.

· The report should balance properly the benefits of the transparency tools with the scepticism on the difference between intended and achieved outcomes.

· The report should also look into transparency tools designed for subdivisions of HEIs, such as departments or study programmes;

· The reference to the Directors General meeting should be complemented with previous ones, as the discussion is older.

· The list of transparency tools users should also encompass governments next to students, staff, HEIs, businesses and the wider public.

· The main function of transparency tools is information provision. They can also support accountability, quality improvement and strategic governance approaches.

· The categorization of transparency tools’ benefiters should be preceded by the conclusions on the way transparency tools address their information needs.

· The report would investigate if the information needs of the declared beneficiaries of transparency tools are being assessed.
· The report would offer the stakeholders the opportunity to express their view on the information needs of their constituencies. 

· The report would include an overview of the measurement based transparency tools with considerations on the indicators and criteria used, their methodological limits, their merits and their shortcomings. This section would be based on EUA’s study on rankings and other relevant research from 2009 and 2010. 
· A section outlining some major issues in regards to the impact of measurement based transparency tools would be developed based on scholars’ work.

· The paragraphs on the income distribution effect of rankings would include a description of the relationship with the information function and considerations on the accountability.

· The report would include a section on the usage of transparency tools both by students and businesses, but also for policy making. This section will be based on data collected from BFUG members. It was decided not to address the issue of the performance of such policies, due to the difficulties in defining the object of the research and of data collection.
It was agreed that the report will include conclusions and recommendations, mainly towards transparency providers.

Future steps for reporting 
The Chair, assisted by the BFUG Secretariat will run a questionnaire to the BFUG members. The questionnaire will be accompanied by the agreed description of transparency tools. The following issues will be addressed:

· the existence and the nature of national transparency tools;

· the existence of studies on the needs of prospective students, businesses or the public in terms of information;

· the existence of studies on how extended the usage of transparency tools by students, HEIs, faculty and businesses is and their main conclusions;

· the usage of transparency tools as a basis for other HE policies.
Additionally, the Chair assisted by the BFUG Secretariat would collect the position of the stakeholders in regards to what are the information needs of their constituency and integrate them in the report. 

A revised introduction to the report would be sent to the WG members by mid May, accompanied by a draft questionnaire. The WG members will have the opportunity to send their comments and the paper will be finalized by the end of May.

Forthcoming meetings of the Working Group (Workshop, Mini-seminar for the entire BFUG)
It was agreed that the workshop for the WG members would be organized on July the 9th 2011, at 14:30, in Hendrik Consciencebuilding. The meeting will have a wide focus, trying to avoid too much emphasis on rankings. The list of invitees will include:

· a representative of the AHELO project;
· a member of the advice group on diversity from the Netherlands;

· a representative of HEFCE;

· a representative of EUMIDA project.

It was agreed that the mini seminar on transparency tools announced at the last BFUG meeting would last half a day and would be organized in Krakow, Poland, in the afternoon of October 12th 2011. The list of speakers will include:
· a representative of the U-multirank project;

· Andrejs Rauhvagers on EUA study on rankings;

· A speaker on U-Map, the Dutch-Flemish pilot;

· Sjur Bergan on the Bologna tools;

· A researcher.
The Chair, assisted by the BFUG Secretariat will communicate with the Polish Presidency in order to organize the event. Changes might occur in this respect.

It was also agreed that the next WG meeting will be held in October. The final meeting of the WG would be held in December or in the beginning of January. The BFUG in Krakow might offer some indications on what the BFUG expects from the WG’s report.
The meeting ended without any other discussions.

�I am not sure this is what Birger Hendriks meant.


�What if they are governments? 
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