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INTRODUCTION
This document aims to provide partners of the TEFCE project and the wider public with a
concise overview of the TEFCE project, acting as a handbook for the purposes of project
planning and for the purposes of understanding the project in terms of its background
(problem/needs analysis) and in terms of its expected impact.
Two additional documents will be developed to complement this handbook:


A project management and quality assurance handbook
o to provide a quality plan that defines measures for “process evaluation”
(assessing the efficiency of implementation) and “outcome evaluation”
(assessing the achievement of planned outcomes).
o to describe how the project management bodies will work and how decisions
will be made in the project
o to provide guidelines for financial reporting and completing timesheets



A project communication, dissemination and exploitation plan that will detail all the
project activities aimed at raising awareness among key stakeholders at the
European level of the importance of community engagement and of the project’s
objectives and results; and aimed at fostering support among key stakeholders at the
European level for the recommendations as a basis for influencing the European
policy agenda and for sustainability recording their specific comments, suggestions
and concerns regarding project results and recommendations.
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1. TEFCE PROJECT: SUMMARY / OVERVIEW
Objective
The specific objective of the TEFCE project is to develop innovative and feasible policy tools at the
university and European level for supporting, monitoring and assessing the community engagement
of universities.1
The project has two sub-objectives:
1. To develop and pilot an innovative toolbox (including specific measures for guidance,
assessment and peer-learning) on the community engagement of universities
2. To assess the feasibility of launching innovative tools for policymakers and stakeholders to
monitor, measure and incentivise community engagement of universities at the European
level

Work packages, activities and expected outcomes
WP0: Project management and quality assurance
A management and quality “architecture” for the TEFCE project will be developed by the project
management team, consisting of: a Project Management and Quality Plan; management bodies;
and management activities and outputs, including planning/monitoring/evaluation meetings.
Outcome 0: Efficient implementation of project activities and effective achievement of project
objectives, meeting high quality standards
WP1: Mapping and critical synthesis of research, policy and practice on community engagement
In order to have a robust academic foundation for the project, it is crucial to provide a clear
definition of the concept ‘community engagement and its role in debates about the role of higher
education in the 21st century. It is also crucial to map existing institutional practices and analyse
international initiatives that have attempted to develop frameworks for measuring community
engagement. The project Expert Team will undertake research to answer these questions, resulting
in analyses/position papers identifying needs, gaps and opportunities for a European framework for
community engagement of higher education.
Outcome 1: Academically robust, critical and evidence-based foundation for the project, identifying
needs, gaps and opportunities for a framework for community engagement of higher education in
Europe
WP2: Developing an innovative toolbox (comprising measures for guidance, assessment and peerlearning) on community engagement
Based on the mapping results, the Expert Team will develop an innovative ‘toolbox’ aimed at
universities wishing to assess and improve their community engagement. The Expert Team will
adopt an innovative approach by combining a range of tools and methods including:





A guidance framework for community engagement
A user-friendly institutional self-assessment methodology
A methodology for external assessment by local community stakeholders and by an expert
review
A peer-learning methodology.

1 The term 'university' in this project refers both to research universities and universities of applied science.
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The toolbox will be reviewed and discussed at two Expert Team workshops and confirmed at a
Consortium meeting.
Outcome 2: Innovative and user-friendly toolbox for universities to plan and/or self-assess their
community engagement
WP3: Piloting the community engagement toolbox at universities and their local communities
Project partners representing diverse universities (from Croatia, Germany, Ireland and the
Netherlands) will apply the toolbox to their institutions. The first step will include a selfassessment and an external expert review. Two innovative additions of the toolbox to this process
are the following:



Peer-learning: Each piloting institution will host one peer-learning visit by a piloting
institution from another country, and will then itself attend a peer-learning visit at another
institution.
Local community focus groups: Existing literature on community engagement has noted
that existing assessment tools focus on the university, without including community
perspectives. One of the most innovative aspects of the toolbox is therefore the direct
involvement of local government in the project, who will include other community
stakeholders through focus groups to provide their views on the potential role of the
university in the community and on perceived obstacles to realising this role to its full
potential.

All piloting visits will result in an institutional report for each of the pilot institutions, as well as in
an overall evaluation of the piloting results and of the quality and relevance and proposed toolbox.
Outcome 3: Relevance and quality of toolbox tested and confirmed by universities, local governments
and experts
WP4: Assessing the feasibility of developing policy tools for community engagement at the EU
level
The Expert Team will critically assess what accountability tools could be developed and used by
policymakers at the EU level to monitor, compare and/or foster community engagement. Tools to
be critically considered will include benchmarking, quality assurance procedures, quality labels and
classifications of institutions, and will take into consideration the piloting results. Following an initial
concept paper, the Expert Team will discuss the proposed options at a workshop and the resulting
proposal will be discussed at a project consortium meeting.
Outcome 4: Recommendations on innovative solutions for policymakers and stakeholders at the
European level to monitor, measure and incentivise community engagement in higher education
WP5: Stakeholder consultation and project exploitation/sustainability
In order to ensure the quality and relevance of the toolbox and to ensure that the policy
recommendations have the potential to impact future policies at the EU and national level, activities
will be organised to present and discuss the policy proposals and recommendations to key
stakeholders and policymakers at the EU level. Activities will include consultation meetings with
European stakeholders, a final project stakeholder conference, stakeholder webinars and
participation at relevant international conferences.
Outcome 5: Support received by key stakeholders at the European level as a basis for influencing the
European policy agenda and for sustainability
WP6: Visibility and dissemination
A range of communication tools and materials will be developed in order to communicate and
disseminate project results to all relevant target groups, and to ensure public access to information
6

project progress. These will include a web site and social media channel, project publications
(studies/reports, policy briefs), newsletters and press releases. Dissemination will occur through
emailing to a strategic contacts database and through the events in WP5. An important
dissemination channel will be the international networks of universities represented in the
consortium: ECIU, the Global University Network for Innovation (of which ACUP is the secretariat),
and NESET (of which PPMI is the coordinator).
Outcome 6: Raised visibility among key stakeholders at the European level of the importance of
community engagement and of the project’s objectives and results

Partner institutions
P01
P02
P03
P04
P05
P06
P07
P08
P09
P10
P11
P12
P13

Technische Universitat Dresden
Institute for the Development of Education (IDE)
University of Twente
Dublin Institute of Technology
University of Rijeka
Ghent University
City of Dresden
Knowlegde Point Twente, Region of Twente
City of Dublin
City of Rijeka
Catalan Association of Public Universities (ACUP)
PPMI Group, UAB
The European Consortium of Innovative Universities

TUD
IDE
UTWE
DIT
UNIRI
UGHE
LGDRE
LGTWE
LGDUB
LGRI
ACUP
PPMI
ECIU

Germany
Croatia
Netherlands
Ireland
Croatia
Belgium
Germany
Netherlands
Germany
Croatia
Spain
Lithuania
Netherlands
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Administrator
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Emeritus Professor and Director, Higher
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Piloting

Name of institution
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Project
manager

Project team members

Prof. Tom Cooney

Senior Lecturer

Dr Bojana Čulum

Assistant professor at the Faculty of
Humanities and Social Arts

Prof. Snježana PrijićSamaržija

Rector of the University of Rijeka
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Ghent University

UGHE

Dr Marco Seeber
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City of Dresden
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Job title
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x

e.vandewiel@regiotwente.nl
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Peter J Finnegan
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Executive Secretary
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Irma BudginaiteMackine

Research Manager
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The European
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Troels Gyde Jacobsen

Chair of the SC Entrepreneurship and
Societal Impact of Research
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Team
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Work plan

Year 1 / 2018
1

2

3

Year 2 / 2019
4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

1

2

3

Year 3 / 2020
4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

1

2

3

Work package 0: Project management, monitoring and evaluation
0.1 Project Management and QA plan
0.2 Impl. Project Management and QA
Plan
0.3 Management/QA meetings
Project kick-off and wrap-up meeting
DE
Project management meetings
0.4. Reporting to EACEA
0.5. External evaluation
Work package 1: Mapping and critical synthesis of research, policy and practice on community engagement
1.1. Terms of reference for mapping
1.2. Research/mapping
1.3. Reviews of papers
1.4. Expert workshop #1
HR
Work package 2: Developing an innovative toolbox (comprising measures for guidance, assessment and peer-learning) on community engagement
2.1. Toolbox methodology
2.2. Expert workshop #2
HR
2.3. Producing draft toolbox
2.4. Consortium meeting #2
ES
2.5. Finalisation of toolbox
Work package 3: Piloting the community engagement toolbox at universities and their local communities
3.1. Piloting/peer-learning visit 1
DE
3.2. Piloting/peer-learning visit 2
NL
3.3. Piloting/peer-learning visit 3
HR
3.5. Piloting/peer-learning visit 4
IE
3.5. Preparing institutional reports
3.6. Review of institutional reports
Work package 4: Assessing the feasibility of developing policy tools for community engagement at the European level
4.1. Drafting initial concept paper
4.2, Expert workshop #3
HR
4.3. Finalising paper
4.4. Consortium meeting #3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

DE

DE
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Work plan (continued)

Year 1 / 2018
1

2

3

Year 2 / 2019
4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

Work package 5: Stakeholder consultation and project exploitation/sustainability
5.1. Communication Plan
5.2. Consultation meetings
5.3. E-consultations
5.4. Final project conference
5.5. Stakeholder webinars (x5)
5.6. Promotion at int. conferences
Work package 6: Visibility and Dissemination
6.1 Website and social media
6.2.1 Projects publications (x5)
6.2.2. Policy briefs (x5)
6.2.3. Newsletters (x10)
6.2.4. Press releases (x5)
6.3 Visibility monitoring report
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1

2

3

Year 3 / 2020
4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

BE
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Workload distribution (staff days per work package)
Note: numbers highlighted bold-blue indicate work package (WP) leaders
Partner
Partner
Staff
WP0:
WP1:
WP2:
number abbreviation category Management
Mapping
Toolbox
P1

P2

P3
P4
P5

TUD

IDE

UTWE
DIT
UNIRI

WP3:
Piloting

WP4:
Feasibility

WP5:
Exploitation

WP6:
Visibility

TOTAL DAYS

I

80

0

3

3

3

13

4

106

II

30

0

3

15

5

14

8

75

IV

85

5

5

15

10

6

4

130

I

54

18

19

30

19

41

29

210

II

25

44

35

41

25

38

29

237

IV

47

5

5

0

5

18

50

130

II

12

20

16

14

12

7

0

81

IV

12

0

3

18

3

4

0

40

II

12

22

11

13

24

8

0

90

IV

12

0

3

18

3

4

0

40

II

12

27

11

12

12

7

0

81

IV

12

0

3

18

3

4

0

40

311

577

121
130
121

P6

UGHE

II

12

7

10

6

11

7

0

53

53

P7

LG-DRE

III

12

0

3

13

3

5

0

36

36

P8

LG-TWE

III

12

0

3

13

3

5

0

36

36

P9

LG-DUB

III

12

0

3

13

3

5

0

36

36

P10

LG-RI

III

12

0

3

13

3

5

0

36

36

P11

ACUP

II

12

0

15

7

8

21

0

63

63

P12

PPMI

II

12

0

7

7

8

21

0

55

55

P13

ECIU

II

12

0

7

7

8

21

0

55

55
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Deliverables
WP
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

Outputs

Start
date
01.2018

End date

Minutes of project management and quality
assurance meetings (×12)
Minutes of Project Management Team
videoconferences (×6)
Interim and final project report to EACEA

02.2018

12 2020

01.2018

06.2020

09.2019

03.2021

Analyses/position papers on research, policy and
practice on community engagement (×4)

02.2018

07.2018

Minutes of Expert Team workshop on research,
policy and practice on community engagement
Toolbox for the Community Engagement of
Universities

05.2018

06.2018

09.2018

01.2019

Minutes of Expert Team workshop on developing
university toolbox for community engagement
Minutes of Consortium meeting on mapping
results, the draft toolbox and planning the
piloting phase
Institutional reports on community engagement
at four universities (×4: TUD, DIT, UTWENTE,
UNIRI)

09.2018

10.2018

11.2018

12.2018

05.2019

12.2019

Concept paper and policy recommendations on
EU-level policy tools for community engagement

10.2019

05.2020

Minutes of Expert meeting on EU-level
community engagement tools
Minutes of Consortium meeting on EU-level
community engagement
Communication, Dissemination and Exploitation
Strategy
Stakeholder consultation and exploitation report

01.2020

02.2020

03.2020

04.2020

01.2018

03.2018

02.2018

12.2020

Final project conference in Brussels

07.2020

11.2020

Stakeholder webinars (×5+)

01.2019

12.2020

Project website and social media channel

01.2018

03.2018

Project publications (×5)

08.2018

12.2020

Policy briefs (×4)

08.2018

12.2020

Newsletters (×10)

03.2018

12.2020

Press releases (×5)

02.2018

12.2020

Project Management and Quality Assurance Plan

01.2018

Target groups/potential
beneficiaries
Project Consortium; EACEA;
the public

Project Consortium; EACEA;
the public
(target groups of print
version: see WP6)
Project Consortium; EACEA
Project Consortium; EACEA;
the public
(target groups of print
version: see WP6)
Project Consortium; EACEA

Piloting institutions; Project
Consortium
(target groups of print
version: see WP6)
Project Consortium; EACEA
(target groups of print
version: see WP6)
Project Consortium; EACEA;
the public

Primary:
• Policymakers (EU level)
• Higher education
associations/networks (EHEA
level)
• Universities (EHEA level).
Secondary:
• Local government
stakeholders (EU level)
• University/communityengagement stakeholders
• Community groups; media;
General public
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2. DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES AND PARTNER ROLES
Work package 1: Mapping and critical synthesis of research, policy and practice on
community engagement
Lead partner: P3-UTWE
Contributing partners: P2-IDE, P3-UTWE, P4-DIT, P5-UNIRI, P6-UGHE
Activities and time line:
Months (2018):

1

2

3

4

5

6

1.1. Terms of reference for work package outputs, and overall coordination
1.2. Research/mapping of aspects of community engagement by Expert Team members
1.3. Reviews and comments on drafts
1.4. Expert workshop #1: conceptual approaches and critical issues for comm. engagement

HR

Description: In order to have a robust academic foundation for the project, it is crucial to provide a
clear definition of the concept ‘community engagement of higher education’ and its role in
contemporary debates about the role of higher education in the 21st century. It is also crucial to
map existing institutional practices in this area and analyse international initiatives and projects that
have attempted to develop frameworks for monitoring/measuring community engagement.
Several of the project’s Expert Team will therefore undertake research to answer these questions.


P3-UTWENTE: Research on critical approaches to the concept of community engagement in
higher education



P5-UNIRI: Literature review on current practices and dimensions of community engagement



P2-IDE: Data-collection on existing initiatives to develop accountability tools for
(community) engagement



P4-DIT: Research on critical approaches to developing effective accountability tools in higher
education

The resulting analyses/position papers will be reviewed among the other Expert Team members and
will be discussed at a workshop in order to identify the needs, gaps and opportunities for a
European framework for community engagement of higher education. The final version of the
papers will be compiled into one report, which will also include an additional chapter on the Expert
Team workshop conclusions regarding to gaps and opportunities for a European framework for
community engagement of higher education. The report will be made public on the project web site
and will be disseminated and presented to the Project Consortium and (later in the project) to
policymakers and policy stakeholders.
Expected outcome of WP:
Academically robust, critical and evidence-based foundation for the project that identifies needs,
gaps and opportunities for a framework for community engagement of universities in Europe.
Partner roles:
P3-UTWE (lead partner)
 Researcher: providing intellectual leadership and quality control of mapping exercise;
defining key aspects of terms of reference; writing position paper on critical approaches to
the concept of community engagement in higher education; reviewing and commenting on
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other experts’ papers; preparation for and participation at expert workshop; co-chairing
workshop = 20 days
P1-TUD:
 Admin: preparation for and participation in project management meeting with Expert Team
(as a session within workshop); processing administrative and financial paperwork = 5 days
P2-IDE:
 Manager: coordinator and facilitator of Expert Team; administrative/expert support to WP
leader (including writing up terms of reference; co-chairing; minute-taking); overseeing
quality control of outputs; organisation of and participation at workshop; preparation for and
follow-up on project management meeting (as special session within workshop) = 18 days
 Researcher: data-collection via desk research and writing report on existing initiatives to
develop accountability tools for (community) engagement; reviews and comments on other
experts’ papers; preparation for and participation at expert workshop; editing 4 final papers;
drafting minutes of meetings = 44 days
 Admin: organising and hosting workshop = 5 days
P4-DIT:
 Researcher: writing position paper on critical approaches to developing accountability tools
in higher education; reviews and comments on other experts’ papers; preparation for and
participation at expert workshop = 22 days
P5-UNIRI:
 Researcher: data-collection via desk research and writing literature review on current
practices and dimensions of community engagement; reviewing and commenting on other
experts’ papers; preparation for and participation at expert workshop = 31 days
P6-UGHENT:
 Researcher: reviewing and commenting on other experts’ papers; preparation for and
participation at expert workshop = 7 days
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Work package 2: Developing an innovative toolbox (comprising measures for
guidance, assessment and peer-learning) on community engagement
Lead partner: P3-UTWENTE
Contributing partners: Expert Team: P2-IDE, P3-UTWENTE, P4-DIT, P5-UNIRI, P6-UGHENT
Project Consortium members (1 meeting): P1-TUD, P7-LGDRE, P8-LGTWE, P9-LGDUB, P10-LGRI,
P11-ACUP, P12-PPMI, P13-ECIU
Activities and time line:
2018
7 8

9

10

11

12

2019
1

2.1. Developing proposal for toolbox methodology
2.2. Expert workshop #2: developing toolbox
2.3. Producing draft toolbox
2.4. Consortium meeting #2 (Barcelona): mapping results, toolbox proposal and
piloting plan

HR

ES

2.5. Finalisation and publication of toolbox for piloting

Description: Based on the results of the previous work package, the Expert Team will develop an
innovative “toolbox” aimed at universities that wish to assess and improve their community
engagement activities. The Expert Team will adopt an innovative approach by addressing needs and
gaps that are not addressed in existing practices, and combining a range of methods:






Guidance framework: a set of user-friendly dimensions or indicators of community
engagement (including a progression model, if applicable) that can act as a roadmap for
universities)
Self-assessment methodology: based on the guidance framework, a proposal will be
developed for a user-friendly questionnaire for universities to be able to self-assess their
current level of community engagement.
External assessment methodology: the document would define how to include (which) local
community stakeholders into the assessment processes (via questionnaires, focus groups or
single-stakeholder meetings, or a combination). It would also define the method for an
external review by project experts.
Peer-learning methodology: Finally, the document would include a methodology for
encouraging peer learning between institutions, through participating in a hosting a
structured peer-learning visit (e.g. defining expected peer-learning outcomes; providing
peer reflections; evaluation of lessons learnt).

After the draft toolbox is produced by the Expert Team, a two-day consortium meeting will take
place in Barcelona, Spain (hosted by ACUP) for the whole project consortium in order to present and
discuss the the draft toolbox (WP2) as well as the results of the mapping of research, policy and
practice (WP1). The meeting objective will be to seek a consensus of the consortium regarding: the
conceptual framing of community engagement; the value, relevance and feasibility of the toolbox;
and the way that the piloting of the toolbox will be carried out at each piloting institution. Once
refined and approved, the proposed toolbox will be published and further piloted in the project.
Ouputs: One Expert Team workshop; One Consortium meeting; One toolbox document published.
Outcome: Innovative and user-friendly toolbox for universities to plan and/or self-assess their
community engagement
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Partner roles:
Expert Team:
P3-UTWENTE (Lead Partner)
 Researcher: provides intellectual leadership and quality control of toolbox methodology
through initial input and review; preparation and participation at Expert Team meeting;
preparation and participation at Consortium meeting = 16 days
P2-IDE:
 Manager: editing and co-writing proposal for toolbox methodology; organisation of Expert
Team meeting in Zagreb; co-organisation of and participation at Consortium meeting;
finalising and publishing toolbox = 19 days
 Researcher: lead writer of proposal for toolbox methodology; preparation of presentations
and participation at Expert Team meeting; preparation of presentations and participation at
Consortium meeting; finalising and publishing toolbox; drafting minutes of meetings = 35 days
 Admin: logistical organisation of Expert Team meeting in Zagreb = 5 days
P4-DIT:
 Researcher 1: review of toolbox; preparation and participation at Expert Team meeting;
preparation and participation at Consortium meeting = 11 days
P5-UNIRI:
 Researcher: review of toolbox; preparation and participation at Expert Team meeting;
preparation and participation at Consortium meeting = 11 days
P6-UGHENT:
 Researcher: review of toolbox; preparation and participation at Expert Team meeting;
preparation and participation at Consortium meeting = 10 days
Consortium:
P1-P13: All partners
 Preparation and participation at Consortium meeting = 3 days each
P11-ACUP
 Researcher: logistical organisation and hosting of Consortium meeting in Barcelona = 15 days
P12-PPMI; P13-ECIU
 Researcher: providing separate reviews and comments on the mapping and toolbox
documents = 4 days each
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Work package 3: Piloting the community engagement toolbox at universities and their
local communities
Lead partner: P2-IDE
Contributing partners:
Pilot institutions: P1-TUD, P3-UTWENTE, P4-DIT, P5-UNIRI, P7-LGDRE, P8-LGTWE, P9-LGDUB, P10-LGRI
Experts and stakeholder institutions: P2-IDE; P3-UTWENTE, P4-DIT, P5-UNIRI, P6-UGHENT, P11-ACUP,
P12-PPMI, P13-ECIU
Activities and time line:
Year 2 / 2019
2
3.1. Piloting/peer-learning visit 1: Dresden (visiting
partners: Twente)
3.2. Piloting/peer-learning visit 2: Twente (visiting
partners: Dublin)
3.3. Piloting/peer-learning visit 3: Rijeka (visiting
partners: Dresden)
3.5. Piloting/peer-learning visit 4: Dublin (visiting
partners: Rijeka)
3.5. Preparing Institutional reports on community
engagement
3.6. Review of institutional reports by host
university/community

3

4

Y3/
2020
5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

1

DE
NL
HR
IE

Description: Four project partners representing diverse universities (from Croatia, Germany, Ireland
and the Netherlands) will apply the toolbox to their institutions. The first step will include a selfassessment, which will be followed by an external expert review. Two innovative additions of the
toolbox to this process are the following:



Peer-learning: Each piloting institution will host one peer-learning visit by a piloting institution
from another country, and will then itself attend a peer-learning visit at another institution.
Local community focus groups: One of the innovative aspects of the toolbox is the direct
involvement of local community stakeholders through focus groups, who will provide their
views on the potential role of the university in the community and on perceived obstacles to
realising this role to its full potential.

The piloting institutions – both universities and local government – will be responsible for hosting
peer-learning/piloting visits on the community engagement at their university, and for attending peerlearning/piloting visit in another country. Following the analytical foundation of the project (resulting
from WP1 and WP2), these WP3 activities will engage directly with real institutional practices and will
allow to identify both good practices and obstacles that exist in practice.
Although the activities will be organised by the piloting institutions, the visits themselves will be
attended by all other stakeholder groups represented in the consortium: representativeness of the
Project Management Team, the Expert Team members and stakeholder/dissemination institutions.
The visiting participants will be in charge of drafting/approving an institutional report summarising the
findings of the piloting visit. The institutional reports will provide an in-depth insight into the results of
all phases of the piloting:



The self-assessment results
The community assessment results
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The external expert review results
The peer-learning results

The reports will include a summary of findings and suggestions for areas and methods for further
improving the institution’s community engagement activities. Finally, the reports will also include a
self-critical reflection on the strengths and possible weaknesses of the toolbox and the possibility and
feasibility of its further use and mainstreaming at the European level.The overall evaluation of the
piloting will be a joint effort of both the piloting institutions and those who participated in the piloting
visits.
Outputs: Four piloting/peer-learning visits implemented; four institutional reports published.
Outcome: Relevance and quality of toolbox tested and confirmed by universities and experts
Partner roles
P2-IDE (Lead partner)
 Manager: coordination of timing, goals and agendas of four piloting/peer-learning visits; coorganisation of and participation in four piloting/peer-learning visits; editing four institutional
reports; coordinating/editing host university/community review of institutional report = 30
days
 Researcher: preparation for and participation in four piloting/peer-learning visits; drafting
minutes of 4 visits / lead author of 4 institutional reports; processing host university/community
reviews of institutional report; drafting minutes of meetings = 41 days
P1-TUD
 Manager: coordination for hosting 1 piloting/peer-learning visit in Dresden = 3 days
 Researcher: coordination and implementation of piloting (self-assessment, organisation of
piloting visit with university representatives and local government; attending 1 piloting/peerlearning visits to other partner institution); contribution to institutional report and review of
final institutional report of home university = 15 days
 Admin: logistical organisation of 1 piloting/peer-learning visit in Dresden; collecting and
processing feedback to institutional report from university representatives = 15 days
P3-UTWENTE:
 Researcher: coordination and implementation of piloting (self-assessment, organisation of
piloting visit with university representatives and local government); attending 2 piloting/peerlearning visits to other partner institution; contribution to institutional reports and review of
final institutional report of home university; evaluation of quality and relevance of tool = 14
days
 Admin: logistical organisation of 1 piloting/peer-learning visit in Twente; attending 1
piloting/peer-learning visit to other partner institution; contribution to institutional report and
review of final institutional report = 18 days
P4-DIT:
 Researcher: coordination and implementation of piloting (self-assessment, organisation of
piloting visit with university representatives and local government); attending 1 piloting/peerlearning visit to other partner institution; contribution to institutional reports and review of
final institutional report of home university = 13 days
 Admin: logistical organisation of 1 piloting/peer-learning visit in Dublin; attending 1
piloting/peer-learning visit to other partner institution; contribution to institutional report and
review of final institutional report = 18 days
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P5-UNIRI:
 Researcher: input to programme for piloting at home university (self-assessment, organisation
of piloting visit with university representatives and local government); attending 1
piloting/peer-learning visit to other partner institution; review of final institutional report of
home university = 8 days
 Admin: coordination and implementation of piloting (self-assessment, organisation of piloting
visit with university representatives and local government) in Rijeka; attending 1 piloting/peerlearning visit to other partner institution; contribution to institutional reports and review of
final institutional report of home university = 18 days
P6-UGHENT:
 Researcher: review of institutional reports and to evaluation of piloting = 6 days
P7-P10 (LG-DRE; LG-TWE; LG-DUB; LG-RIJ)
 Technical: coordination and implementation of piloting among local community stakeholders
(arranging meetings/focus groups with community representatives); attending 1 piloting/peerlearning visit to other partner institution; contribution to institutional reports and review of
final institutional report of home university = = 12 days each
P11-13 (ACUP, PPMI, ECIU)
 Researcher: preparation for and participation in 2 piloting/peer-learning visits each;
contribution to institutional reports and to evaluation of tool = 7 days each
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Work package 4: Assessing the feasibility of developing policy tools for community
engagement at the European level
Lead partner: P4-DIT
Contributing partners:
Expert Team: P2-IDE, P3-UTWENTE, , P5-UNIRI, P6-UGHENT
Consortium: P1-TUD, , P7-LGDRE, P8-LGTWE, P9-LGDUB, P10-LGRI, P11-ACUP, P12-PPMI, P13-ECIU
Activities and time line:
Year 2 / 2019
11
4.1. Drafting initial concept paper on EU-level policy tools
for community engagement
4.2, Expert workshop #3: EU-level policy tools for
community engagement

12

Year 3 / 2020
1

2

3

4

5

HR

4.3. Finalising concept paper and policy recommendations
4.4. Consortium meeting #3 (Dresden): feedback on
proposals

DE

Description: The Expert Team will critically assess what accountability tools could be developed and used
by policymakers at the EU level to monitor, compare and/or foster community engagement. Tools to be
critically considered will include benchmarking, quality assurance procedures, quality labels and
classifications of institutions, and will take into consideration the piloting results.
An initial concept paper will be developed that critically assesses what accountability tools could be
developed and used by policymakers at the EU level to monitor, compare and/or foster community
engagement. The lead author of the initial concept paper will be Professor Ellen Hazelkorn, an expert on
accountability tools in higher education. The initial concept paper will be complemented by feedback and
contributions from other experts, while specific policy recommendations will be defined at an Expert Team
workshop. The tools to be critically considered will include benchmarking, quality assurance procedures,
quality labels and classifications of institutions, and will take into consideration the piloting results.
A draft version of the concept paper and policy recommendations will be shared with the project
Consortium and will be discussed at a Consortium meeting (that will be held in Dresden, Germany). The
meeting will also serve the purpose of presenting the overall results of the project piloting, to evaluate its
outcomes and to take stock of the progress of the project as a whole. Discussions on the policy
recommendations will take the form of group work and the conclusion will feed into the finalisation of the
document. Finally, the Consortium meeting will serve for discussing and the final exploitation/advocacy
activities, including the final conference.
Outputs: One Expert Team workshop; One Consortium meeting; One report published
Outcome: Recommendations on innovative solutions for policymakers and stakeholders at the European
level to monitor, measure and incentivise community engagement in higher education
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Partner roles
P4-DIT (Lead Partner)
 Researcher 1: providing intellectual leadership and quality control of policy recommendations;
preparation of initial concept paper; preparation of presentations for Expert Team workshop
and participation at workshop; finalising paper and policy recommendations; preparation for
and participation in 1 Consortium meeting = 24 days
 Researcher 2: preparation for and participation in 1 Consortium meeting = 3 days
P1-TUD
 Manager: overall organisation of 1 Consortium meeting in Dresden = 3 days
 Researcher: preparation for and participation in 1 Consortium meeting in Dresden = 5 days
 Admin: logistical organisation of 1 Consortium meeting in Dresden = 10 days
P2-IDE:
 Manager: preparing terms of reference for concept paper, editing and contributing to concept
paper; organisation of Expert Team workshop; editing final paper and policy recommendations;
preparation for and participation in 1 Consortium meeting = 19 days
 Researcher: conceptualisation and organisation of Expert Team workshop; editing final paper
and policy recommendations; preparing presentations and participation in 1 Consortium
meeting; drafting minutes of meetings = 25 days
 Admin: logistical organisation of 1 Expert Team workshop = 5 days
P3-UTWENTE:
 Researcher: preparation for and participation in Expert Team workshop; review of and
contribution to concept paper and policy recommendations; preparation for and participation
in 1 Consortium meeting = 12 days
 Admin: preparation for and participation in 1 Consortium meeting = 3 days
P5-UNIRI:
 Researcher: preparation for and participation in Expert Team workshop; review of and
contribution to concept paper and policy recommendations; preparation for and participation
in 1 Consortium meeting = 12 days
 Admin: preparation for and participation in 1 Consortium meeting = 3 days
P6-UGHENT:
 Researcher: preparation for and participation in Expert Team workshop; review of concept
paper and policy recommendations; preparation for and participation in 1 Consortium meeting
= 11 days
P7-P10 LG-DRE; LG-TWE; LG-DUB; LG-RIJ
 Technical: preparation for and participation in 1 Consortium meeting = 3 days each
P11-13 (ACUP, PPMI, ECIU)
 Researcher: preparation for and participation in 1 Consortium meeting; written review of
proposed concept paper and policy recommendations based on consultations with member
networks = 8 days each
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Work package 5: Stakeholder consultation and project exploitation/sustainability
Lead partner: P2-IDE
Contributing partners: Project Consortium: P1-TUD, P3-UTWENTE, P4-DIT, P5-UNIRI, P6-UGHENT, P7LGDRE, P8-LGTWE, P9-LGDUB, P10-LGRI, P11-ACUP, P12-PPMI, P13-ECIU
Activities and time line:
Activity

Date

5.1. Drafting communication, dissemination and exploitation strategy

Year 1, M2

5.2. Consultation meetings/interviews with European stakeholders

Year 3, M5-8

5.3. E-consultations with other European stakeholders

Year 3, M8-10

5.4. Final project conference in Brussels

Year 3, M10

5.5. Stakeholder webinars (x5)

Year 2, M1-Year 3, M12

5.6. Promotion and advocacy at strategic international conferences

Whole project (Year 1, M2 - Year 3, M12)

Description: A joint Communication, Dissemination and Exploitation Plan will be developed, since
there is significant overlap between these activities covered in WP5 and WP6. The exploitation
activities of the project have two specific objectives, focusing on different target groups:



Engage with EU level policymakers and higher education associations/networks in discussions
about the TEFCE project results and recommendations
Encourage universities around Europe to become active in community engagement and to make
use the toolbox developed through the project

In this respect, the exploitation activities of the project provide the basis for influencing the European
policy agenda, as well as for upscaling, mainstreaming and multiplication of project results among
universities. The project results that will be exploited are: the toolbox for community engagement
(WP2) and the policy recommendations (WP4)
P2-IDE will provide overall coordination and leadership in developing and implementing the
communication/exploitation strategy. However, the implementation of the strategy will require the
involvement of all project consortium members, with an emphasis on the partners from university- or
expert-networks, as well as those with strategic contacts in key stakeholder institutions.
Outputs: (more detailed description of WP5 outputs and activities in additional box below)
 One communication, dissemination and exploitation plan
 At least five meetings/interviews organised with stakeholders of significant influence in the area
higher education/community engagement
 One final project conference organised; number of participants at the final conference
 At least five stakeholder webinars organised; number of webinar participants
 At least five international stakeholder conferences attended during which project was presented
and/or discussed during official programme, group discussions and/or participant networking
Outcome: Support received by key stakeholders in Europe level as a basis for influencing the European
policy agenda and for sustainability

23

Additional box: WP5 outputs, activities and target groups:
Consultation
One of the most important exploitation activities will be the organisation of facemeetings
to-face meeting with key stakeholders at the EU level regarding the project
objectives and proposed policy solutions. The targeted meetings would be
targeted at the so-called “E4 Group” of institutions at the European level that play
a central role in policymaking and policy advocacy in the area of higher education:
 European University Association
 European Association of Institutions in Higher Education
 European Network for Quality Assurance
 European Student Union

E-consultations

Webinars

Final project
conference

External
conferences

Meetings would be requested at each institution (in Brussels), and would aim to
solicit critical responses on the relevance, value, necessity and feasibility of the
proposals.
In addition to face-to-face, an online “consultation questionnaire” on the project
proposals would be sent to a limited number of targeted institutions in order to
have additional feedback. The first target institutions would be member
institutions of the project partners ACUP (as the secretariat of its GUNI) and ECIU,
which include over 220 universities with an interest in community engagement.
Other institutions would include those with expertise in the area (UNESCO Chair in
Community-Based Research and Social Responsibility, the Tailoires Network, the
UK National Centre for Public Engagement, etc.), as well as other stakeholders such
as Eurocities, the Bologna Follow-Up Group, the International Association of
Universities
In order to ensure both a broad international dissemination of project results and
to foster additional support for the exploitation of project results, a series of
stakeholder webinars will be organised. At least five webinars will be organised
during the project duration, and will be hosted by different project partners.
Specific webinars will be organised for members of the GUNI and ECIU networks,
which will ensure broad international participation and impact. The target groups
of the webinars will be both the primary and secondary target groups of the
project. Each webinar will aim to attract at least 75 participants.
A final conference will be organised in Brussels to present the results to
representatives of targeted stakeholder institutions at the European level:
 European Commission – DG EAC, EMPL, REGIO and RESEARCH
 European Parliament
 European Economic and Social Committee
 The “E4 Group”
 Other stakeholders in the area of higher education, innovation, community
engagement and local government
Due to its focus on policymakers and targeted stakeholders, and to the aim of
opening focused discussions, the conference will limit the number of participants
to 75.
Finally, additional efforts will be made to ensure wide dissemination and
exploitation of project results by participating at a range of relevant international
conferences organised outside the framework of the project, including:
 Partner institutions’ international conferences (GUNi, ECIU)
 European higher education association conferences
 European University Business Forum
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Strategic
individual
networks/
contacts

Participation will take the form of presentations about the project (where possible)
or of raising awareness about the project through plenary discussions, workshops
and strategic networking.
Extensive use will be made of the individual networks each partner in the project,
especially of the researchers and experts active in EU-level networks, associations
and advisory bodies in the project both for reaching strategic/decision-making
contacts in key institutions to disseminate project results and advocate the project
recommendations

Partner roles
P2-IDE (Lead Partner):
 Manager: overall coordination of all exploitation activities; development of communication,
dissemination and exploitation strategy; planning, organisation and attendance at consultation
meetings/interviews with European stakeholders; planning, organisation and attendance at
final project conference in Brussels; planning and organisation of webinars; promotion and
advocacy of project at strategic international conferences = 41 days;
 Researcher: preparation for and attendance at consultation meetings/interviews with European
stakeholders; drafting minutes and conclusion of all consultations; co-organisation and chairing
of all webinars, and drafting webinar conclusions; and attendance at final project conference in
Brussels and drafting minutes; promotion and advocacy of project at strategic international
conferences = 38 days
 Admin: logistical organisation of project conference in Brussels; logistical organisation of
stakeholder webinars = 18 days
P1-TUD
 Manager: co-organisation and participation at final project conference, Brussels; promotion and
advocacy of project at strategic international conferences = 18 days
 Researcher: strategic dissemination to European stakeholders, promotion at conferences and
participation in project webinars; participation at final project conference, Brussels = 14 days
 Admin: support for subcontracting procedures for organisation of project conference in Brussels
= 9 days
P3-UTWENTE:
 Researcher: contribution to strategic dissemination to European stakeholders, to promotion via
conferences; participation in 1 project webinar; participation at final project conference = 7
days
 Admin: participation at final project conference = 3 days
P4-DIT:
 Researcher 1: contribution to strategic dissemination to European stakeholders, to promotion
via conferences; participation in 2 project webinars; participation at final project conference =
8 days
 Researcher 2: participation at final project conference = 4 days
P5-UNIRI:
 Researcher: contribution to strategic dissemination to European stakeholders, to promotion via
conferences; participation in 1 project webinar; participation at final project conference = 7
days
 Admin: participation at final project conference = 4 days
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P6-UGHENT:
 Researcher: contribution to strategic dissemination to European stakeholders, to promotion via
conferences; participation in 1 project webinar; participation at final project conference = 7
days
P7-P10 LG-DRE; LG-TWE; LG-DUB; LG-RIJ
 Technical: contribution to strategic dissemination to European stakeholders; participation at
final project conference = 5 days each
P11-13 (ACUP, PPMI, ECIU)
 Researcher: strategic dissemination to European stakeholders via member networks;
organisation and hosting of project webinars for member networks; promotion of project via
annual conferences or a at other external conferences; participation at final project conference,
Brussels = 22 days
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Work package 6: Visibility and dissemination
Lead partner: P2-IDE
Contributing partners: P1-TUD
Activities and time line:
Activity

Date

6.1 Project website and social media channel

Launch: Year 1, M3. Updates: continuous

6.2 Project publications and informational materials
Publication 1; policy brief 1

Year 1, M8

Publication 2; policy brief 2

Year 2, M3

Publication 3; policy brief 3

Year 3, M2

Publication 4; policy brief 4

Year 3, M8

Publication 5; policy brief 5

Year 3, M12

Newsletters (x10)

At regular intervals during project duration

Press releases (x5)

At regular intervals during project duration

6.3 Visibility monitoring report

Continual monitoring throughout project duration

Description: As mentioned in WP5, a joint Communication, Dissemination and Exploitation Plan will be
developed, since there is significant overlap between the activities covered in WP5 and WP6. The
visibility and dissemination activities of the plan and the project are specifically aimed to ensure that
information about the project is available to all stakeholders throughout the project duration and that
results are effectively disseminated to them.
(Detailed description of activities in box overleaf)
Outputs:


One web site; one social media channel



Five publications



Four policy briefs



At least ten newsletters



At least five press releases

Outcome:
Raised awareness among key stakeholders at the European level of the importance of community
engagement and of the project’s objectives and results
Additional box: WP6 outputs, activities and target groups:
(1) “One-way” communication channels
E-mail
A database of stakeholder institutions will be developed to serve as a mailing list for
database
subsequent communications.
Website
A project website will contain all information about the project, including
 Updates on project activities
 Minutes, photographs and materials of project events
 Publications, press releases and policy briefs
 Relevant international news on the project topic
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A project logo and visual elements will be created to create an attractive and recognisable
visual identity for the website and other materials.
Social media

A social media channel will be launched and linked to the project website. The number and
type of social media channels (e.g. Facebook, Twitter, etc.) will be decided during the project.
(2) Interactive communication methods
Webinars, Consultation meetings, Final project conference and external conferences
(See WP5 for more details)
(3) Communication content and tools
Publications
These publications will be the central intellectual outputs of the project. A total of 5
publications will be issued, due to the wide scope of activities and also in order to ensure
regular dissemination of results:
1. Community Engagement in Higher Education – Mapping of Research, Policy and
Practice in Europe
2. Toolbox for the Community Engagement of Higher Education
3. Assessing Community Engagement in Practice: Institutional Reports of Pilot
Universities
4. Towards a European Framework for Community Engagement of Higher Education:
Policy Recommendations for Innovative Solutions
5. Summary of Project Results
Policy briefs
Policy briefs will be issued to accompany the project publications, and will be the central
exploitation tools used in the project, since they allow brief (2-3 page) summaries of project
results and recommendations that will be targeted at strategic stakeholders.
Press releases
At least four press releases will be produced to inform target groups about the project and its
results. Whereas the policy briefs will be used as exploitation tools, the press releases will
consist of shorter and more accessible texts for all target groups, from policymakers to the
general public.
Project
The project website will be updated continuously with information about the implementation
website
of project activities and the results of the project.
articles
Newsletters
At least 10 newsletters will be generated based on website updates and distributed to
relevant stakeholder groups.
Leaflet
A leaflet (1000 copies) about the project will be produced in order to distribute to
stakeholders during meetings and conferences throughout the duration of the project.
Video
Informational videos about the project will developed and published on the webs social
media.

Partner roles
P2-IDE (Lead Partner):
 Manager: coordination of all phases for developing project web site and social media channel;
coordination of all phases for developing and publishing project visibility outputs (5
publications; 4 policy briefs; 10 newsletters and at least 5 press releases); main editor of all
project outputs; responsible for project visibility report = 29 days
 Researcher: production of all core materials for project web site, social media, policy briefs;
newsletters and press releases; copy-editor of project publications = 29 days
 Admin: administrative and logistical aspects of project visibility and communications
(subcontracting design, formatting and proofreading); production of continual updating of
project website and social media = 50 days
P1-TUD
 Manager: overseeing visibility and dissemination activities = 5 days
 Researcher: contribution to visibility and dissemination activities and materials = 10 days
 Admin: assistance in updating project website and social media = 5 days
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ANNEX: PROJECT BACKGROUND, STAKEHOLDER ANALYSIS AND
EXPECTED IMPACT
About community engagement2
The term ‘community engagement’ is defined in this project as the development of relationships and
cooperation by universities with stakeholders in their local or regional communities in order to address
societal issues and needs, in a way that is mutually beneficial and that assumes a reciprocal
partnership. The term is often used interchangeably with terms such as ‘civic engagement’, ‘public
engagement’, or simply ‘engagement’.
Implicit in the term community engagement is that, while it can include engagement in economic
matters of society, it is broader in scope and gives equal weight to addressing social and cultural needs,
and especially to engaging with disadvantaged communities. A definition of the dimensions of
community engagement was provided in an OECD-CERI report from 1982, as follows:





Universities put facilities at the disposal of the community
Universities respond to requests for support or services by the community
Universities analyse the needs of the community (or at the request of the community)
Universities deliver solutions on behalf of the community

Researchers have noted that community engagement has historically been a central role of the
university since medieval times, in terms of their contribution to social development in their local and
regional settings. Community engagement is therefore neither a new concept nor a ‘third mission’ of
the university that is peripheral to teaching and research. Instead, it has been (and arguably should
remain) a core mission of the university that is reflected in teaching, research and university
management.
Yet, despite increased attention both in research and policy to the impact of higher education on
society over the past 30 years, community engagement has remained a marginal concern of national
policies and universities' institutional missions and practices, one that is eclipsed by other demands on
the higher education sector. Specifically, the discussion on the engagement of universities has focused
overwhelmingly on the economic significance of universities: from the commercialisation of research,
to university-business cooperation and the labour market relevance of graduate skills. Other policy
priorities related to university performance (focusing on rankings) and to funding reforms have meant
that universities are faced with obstacles (and insufficient incentives) to strengthen community
engagement.
Although there are pockets of excellence and good practice in community engagement, the overall
trend has been a widening disconnection between universities and the cities/communities where they
are located – so much so that the presence of a university is not a guarantee of local economic success
or a vibrant and inclusive urban community. Due to the challenges faced by Europe today, the risks of
higher education policy and practices continuing on their current course are significant, both for
universities’ sustainability and for the wellbeing of the communities of which they are part. Europe is
in the midst of an increasingly turbulent political and socioeconomic crisis, initially sparked by the
financial crisis and the resulting austerity measures of Member States, which has generated greater
social inequalities and the loss of trust in existing political elites, especially in the European Union itself.
The need for universities to provide leadership both in addressing social challenges (locally, regionally,
and beyond) and upholding democratic and European values has rarely been more urgent.

2 Sources used for this section: Benneworth, P. (ed). University Engagement with Socially Excluded Communities.

Goddard, J., Hazelkorn, E., Kempton, L., & Vallance, P. (2016). The civic university: The policy and leadership challenges.
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There is a need to rebalance the societal contributions of universities at the European level, by
promoting community engagement of universities (and not just business engagement), by emphasising
the need for social innovation (and not just technological innovation) and by contributing to the public
good (and not just economic growth).

Project intervention logic
Basic premises of project concept
The fundamental premise of the project is that community engagement cannot be developed through
piecemeal interventions or by assuming that it can function as a peripheral ‘third mission’ of the
university. Instead, in order to be effective, community engagement needs to be incorporated into the
university’s core mission. This means adopting and developing innovative ways of managing
universities, designing curricula, delivering teaching and carrying out research. Essentially, community
engagement requires defining and developing a subtly altered institutional culture.
If we accept that community engagement is most likely to succeed if it is supported at the level of
institutional leadership (not only of universities but also of local governments and community groups),
then there is a need to provide institutional leaders with resources (including support, guidance, tools
and incentives) to commit to community engagement and identify adequate ways of implementing it
at their institutions.
To provide such resources and tools, it is necessary to have adequate support at the policy level – both
in terms of reinforcing the relevance of community engagement on the policy agenda and ensuring
that resources such as indicators, benchmarks, classifications, quality labels or other measures are
developed, as well as support in the form of opportunities for sharing practices and peer-learning.
Existing initiatives
The European Commission has launched a number of initiatives that are directly relevant to the needs
raised above. However, we will argue that these cannot be adequately applied to community
engagement.






At the level of DG Education and Culture (EAC), U-Multirank (the EU’s multi-dimensional and
user-driven ranking of universities) covers indicators that are relevant to university
engagement (regional engagement and knowledge transfer) however, the dimensions focus
on their economic aspects. The EC/OECD HEInnovate tool (for self-assessment of
entrepreneurial and innovative universities), on the other hand, is more closely related to view
of community engagement as framed in this project. HEInnovate also assumes universities
need to embed entrepreneurship and innovation holistically into all aspects of university
activities in order to take root. However, despite similarities of approach and method, the
entrepreneurial and community-engaged universities strongly contrast in their objectives and
activities, as well as in terms of their priorities for societal impact – which ultimately makes
the tool inadequate for community engagement.
Initiatives of DG Regional and Urban Policy (REGIO) for ‘smart specialisation’ are also relevant,
since they include a publication on Connecting Universities to Regional Growth. However,
while the focus is on the need to identify new collaboration approaches between universities
and regional actors, the emphasis is exclusively on increasing economic competitiveness.
In contrast, the DG Research and Innovation initiative on responsible research and innovation
(RRI) is much more in line with the principles espoused by the concept of community
engagement. RRI encompasses ‘both technological and non-technological innovation at all
levels of European society, and with a stronger focus on the citizen and responsible and
sustainable business – a quadruple helix and place-based approach to science, research and
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innovation’. This vision – specific to the policy area of research – is one that this project wishes
to extend to higher education as a whole.
At the international, national and institutional level, a wide range of initiatives exist with a specific
focus on community engagement of universities (or research) and its promotion, with notable
examples listed below:
International initiatives
 Global University
Network of Innovative
Universities
 UNESCO Chair in
Community Based
Research and Social
Responsibility
 Tailoires network

National level initiatives
 Ireland: Campus Engage
 UK: National Coordinating
Centre for Public
Engagement
 USA: Carnegie Classification
of Community Engaged
Universities
 Australia: University
Community Engagement
Alliance

Institutional / Project-level initiatives
 E3M (Indicators for the Third Mission)
 Engage Europe project (engagement
through service-learning)
 PE2020 project (public engagement of
research)
 Individual university frameworks for
engagement (e.g. University of
Brighton, UK)

Gaps and opportunities
What has been lacking, however, is an attempt to define a common European approach to community
engagement, differentiating it from other forms of engagement (e.g. business engagement, the
entrepreneurial university etc.), and identifying tools that could push this agenda forwards. In other
words, there is a need to take stock of all initiatives that have been undertaken, to critically analyse
and synthesise lessons learnt from these initiatives, and to take the ambitious next step of defining
and developing a framework that could assist both universities and policymakers in increasing
community engagement at the European level, and measuring it in a meaningful way.
The project would approach this task in the following steps:







Research/analysis/mapping: researchers who are world-renowned for their expertise in the
area of higher education policy, with a specific emphasis on university-community
engagement, and together with other experts, will provide an academically robust, critical and
evidence-based foundation for the project by defining key concepts, dimensions and
approaches to community engagement and describing how these fit into the broader debate
on the role of higher education in the 21st century.
Developing a toolbox: Researchers and policy experts will develop a practical and user-friendly
resource (including measures for guidance, assessment and peer-learning) for universities on
community engagement for universities to plan or self-assess their community engagement.
Piloting; Partner universities (from different EU Member States) will apply the tool to their
institutions, resulting in a self-assessment, international peer-learning visits to other
institutions, and an external review.
Local stakeholder engagement: Both local government representatives and local community
representatives would be directly involved in the piloting/assessment process.
Developing proposals of EU policy tools: Researchers and policy experts, supported by all
consortium institutions, will critically assess what accountability tools could be developed and
used policymakers at the national and EU level to monitor, compare and /or foster community
engagement.
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Target groups and stakeholder analysis
Due to the objective of the project, two sets of target groups will be addressed.
Target groups 1: Beneficiaries of piloting activities
 Piloting universities
 Local government partners
 Local community stakeholders
Target groups 2: Stakeholders for exploitation/sustainability
 Policymakers at EU level
 Higher education associations/networks at EHEA level
 Universities throughout the EHEA

A stakeholder/target group analysis table below provides details on the problems, interests and
needs of target groups and how the project results will address them.
Target groups
description

Problems of the target group relating to
community engagement of higher
education

Interests of target group and how project
results will address them



Interest: How strengthening community
engagement could bring concrete mutual
benefits to the institution and their
community.
The project will address the target group’s
needs by:
 Developing a clear definition
community engagement approaches,
dimensions and benefits
 Developing a toolbox to help
institutions strengthen community
engagement.
 Developing recommendations to
address the lack of policy support for
this agenda.
Interest: How university community
engagement could better contribute to
local government goals for economic and
social development
The project will address the target group’s
needs by including local governments in
self-assessments of community engagement
of universities, in focus groups with
community groups and in at least one peerlearning visit to another country.
Interest: How to mobilise resources and
actors (including university) to address
pressing community issues.
The project will address the target group’s
needs by creating a platform for local
stakeholders to critically discuss the

1. Beneficiaries
Piloting
universities:
Four universities
(from Croatia,
Germany, Ireland,
the Netherlands)





Local
government
partners
Four local
authorities from
the cities in which
the piloting
universities are
based.



Local community
stakeholders
Representatives
of civil society
organisations,
businesses,







Community engagement is not
currently a policy priority, so there are
obstacles (and few incentives) to
implement such initiatives.
Lack of information, guidance or tools
on how to plan or strengthen
community engagement
Concern regarding how community
engagement interacts with other
institutional goals (excellence,
internationalisation, etc.)

Lack of systematic cooperation with
universities on community
engagement.
Lack of knowledge what possibilities
exist for the greater community
engagement of universities.
Perception of universities as
closed/elitist institutions with little
motivation or capacity for community
engagement.
Perception of universities as
closed/elitist institutions with little
motivation or capacity for community
engagement.
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cultural
institutions,
media and others





Lack of knowledge what possibilities
exist for the greater community
engagement of universities.
No platform for communication and
cooperation with university.

potential role of the university in the
community, the obstacles to achieving this
goal and recommendations to improve the
situation.

Cautious approach regarding
community engagement of higher
education, as a novel concept that has
not yet featured as a priority in EU
policies or reports.
Lacking a clear definition of community
engagement, its dimensions and
benefits at the European level.
Lack of information, guidance or tools
on how to plan or strengthen
community engagement
Concern regarding overlap with
initiatives such as HEInnovate,
University-Business Forum, Smart
Specialisation, etc.
Cautious approach regarding
developing additional benchmarking
tools for universities in light of other
policy priorities and benchmarks.
Cautious approach regarding
community engagement of higher
education, and its relationship to other
missions of (especially traditional)
universities.

Interest: Identifying innovative, effective
and feasible policy tools at the EU level to
foster greater social impact of higher
education
The project will address the target group’s
needs by developing a toolbox and a set of
policy recommendations on innovative EUlevel tools for fostering and measuring
community engagement.
The project will also address concerns with
regards to defining the benefits of
community engagement and to clarifying
the complementary (and not duplicatory)
nature of the proposals with regards to
existing initiatives.
Interests: How higher education can play a
strong role in social, economic and cultural
development, while upholding its
autonomy and not being overburdened
with accountability demands.
The project will address the target group’s
needs by developing a toolbox and policy
recommendations that carefully take into
account other (potentially) conflicting
priorities of universities, that identify
mutual benefits and that avoid
overburdening universities with
accountability demands.
Interest: How strengthening community
engagement could bring concrete mutual
benefits to the institution and their
community.
Interest: How to ensure that, if
implemented, community engagement
does not detract from the overall
performance of the institution, since it is
not included in performance metrics.
Interest: How to ensure that, if
implemented, community engagement
does not compromise traditional academic
values

2. Stakeholder groups
Policymakers at
EU level
European
Commission (DG
EAC, DG EMPL,
DG REGIO),
European
Parliament,
ECOSOC









Higher education
associations/
networks at the
EHEA level





Universities
throughout the
EHEA
Due to the
diversity of
universities, this
group is divided
into four subgroups in terms
of their profile
and interest in
community
engagement:

‘Enthusiastic’: Lack of information, guidance
or tools on how to plan or strengthen
community engagement
‘Pragmatic’: Community engagement is not
currently a policy priority, so there are
obstacles (and few incentives) to implement
such initiatives.
‘Traditional’: Opposed to community
engagement agenda since it does not fit
into their institutional mission, which
focuses on excellence, internationalisation,
etc.
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‘Entrepreneurial’: Sceptical regarding
concept of community engagement, instead
focusing on engagement with business,
innovation and labour market relevance.

Interest: How to ensure that, if
implemented, community engagement
places significant emphasis on business
engagement, innovation and employment.

The project will consider all these concerns
and interests, and will argue the case that
community engagement can meet the needs
of diverse universities

This analysis shows the diversity of groups that will be approached and the range of needs that will
be addressed by the project. The pattern that emerges is that three core needs will be addressed:





Clarifying the concept of community engagement, its dimensions, practical applications and
mutual benefits
Addressing concerns regarding the relevance, feasibility and complementarity of community
engagement with regards to other policy priorities
Providing a high-quality toolbox to institutions who are committed to strengthen their
community engagement.
Translating collected evidence and the developed the toolbox into the policy actions, which have
potential to influence European policy agenda
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Expected policy impact: medium-term impact scenarios
Impact can be described as the “positive and negative, primary and secondary long-term effects
produced by a (…) intervention, directly or indirectly, intended or unintended” (OECD Glossary of Key
Terms in Evaluation and Results Based Management).
In this context, the project defines three possible medium-term 'impact scenarios'. These refer to the
likelihood of a given impact being realised up to 3 years following the end of the project.
Likelihood of
policy impact
Highly likely
impact

Potential impact in the medium-term (1-3 years) following the end of the project




Attainable
impact











Optimal
impact





Raised awareness of policymakers and policy stakeholders at the EU level
(based on exploitation activities) regarding the relevance, value and necessity
of strengthening community engagement of higher education in Europe (as a
foundation for further developing this policy agenda in the future).
A toolbox for strengthening the community engagement of universities is
made openly available, publicised and promoted by policy-makers and used by
an increasing number of institutions in Europe on a voluntary basis.
The European Commission accepts to consider the TEFCE project’s policy
recommendations and agrees to incorporate community engagement as a
potential goal of higher education policy for discussion in existing advisory
bodies, fora and policy events at the European level, including
o ET2020 Working Groups
o Network on the Social Aspects of Education and training (NESET)
o European Network on the Economics of Education (ENEE)
o University-Business Forum
o HEInnovate Facilitation Group
A community of practice or network of institutions with a specific interest in
community engagement develops in Europe, as a forum for further peer
learning and policy advocacy (potentially growing out of existing networks
such as ECIU or the Global University Network for Innovation-GUNI).
European-level stakeholder organisations in the field of higher education (EAU,
EURASHE, ESU and ENQA) as well as in the field of local government (e.g.
Eurocities, Eurotowns) include community engagement as a topic of their work
and policy positions.
Working groups of the Bologna Process Follow-Up group recognise the
relevance, value and necessity of the community engagement of higher
education and recommend that the term should be included in the next
Ministerial communique on the Bologna Process
Support from the European Economic and Social Committee in further
advancing community engagement in higher education on the EU policy
agenda (on the basis of their 2015 opinion: Engaged universities shaping
Europe)
The European Commission and other relevant EU institutions identify
community engagement as a priority area in the EU’s policy framework for
higher education modernisation (communications, joint reports, etc.), as well
as in its policy framework for regional development.
Community engagement identified as a priority area within the future
Ministerial communiques on the Bologna Process, with a recommendation to
monitor developments at the level of the EHEA.
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The European Commission accepts the project recommendation to propose a
European framework for monitoring and incentivising community engagement
of higher education and agrees to develop the proposed policy measures.
Community engagement becomes one of the thematic areas addressed by
Member States as part of the Open Method of Coordination.
The European Commission incorporates the topic of community engagement
into other tools, initiatives or programmes at the European level, for example:
o Erasmus+ programme (e.g. Knowledge Alliances for community
engagement)
o HEInnovate (alterations to the self-assessment tool in order to better
reflect community engagement)

Of course, the objective of achieving an impact on policy faces significant risks. Any attempt to
influence education policy (from agenda-setting and weighing policy options to policy
implementation and evaluation) is bound to be unpredictable and must address challenges ranging
from political and administrative hurdles to obstacles relating to cost and feasibility. This is especially
the case at the level of the European Union in the politically sensitive field of education policy and it
is even more the case for “bottom-up” initiatives such as the TEFCE project. This project takes full
account of the potential constraints on and limits to any EU-level approach.
Despite the ambitious nature of these impact scenarios, the consortium of the TEFCE project believes
that the following factors make them feasible and realistic:





EU policy priority: increasing the societal impact of higher education is a key part of the EU’s
modernisation agenda for higher education.
Unstable political/socio-economic context: Recent developments in Europe have shown that
addressing unemployment, disintegrating social cohesion and challenges to democratic
values is becoming increasingly pressing and that universities need to respond to these issues
in a meaningful way. This is especially topical due to the challenges that Europe faces with
migrations and refugees influx from unstable parts of the world, with universities needing to
play an role in refugee integration
An innovative and feasible approach: Community engagement provides a new avenue for the
development of higher education. By developing a framework that can both support
universities and encourage increased community engagement at the EU level, the project
provides a feasible and ‘ready-made’ policy tool that can be more widely used and adapted
by policymakers.
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Expected policy impact: long-term3
Overall
systemic
impact
(strategic
level)

The TEFCE project is based on a clear vision of the future direction of higher
education in Europe and its societal impact. In a paper entitled Four Future
Scenarios for Higher Education, the OECD recently explored four possible
directions that higher education might take in the coming decades:






Open Networking: higher education becomes highly internationalised, online
and „modularised“, and involves networking among institutions, scholars,
students and other stakeholders.
Serving Local Communities: universities are focused on their local and regional
communities and are dedicated to addressing local economic and community
needs in their teaching and research.
New Public Responsibility: higher education is primarily publicly funded, but
there is a great focus on the use of market forces and financial incentives in
distributing public funds, as well as on increased income-generation by
universities
Higher Education Inc.: universities compete globally to provide education and
research services on a commercial basis.

The TEFCE project firmly stands behind the idea of higher education as remaining
a public good and being the driver of social, economic and cultural development
at the local and regional level. This vision represents something of a paradigm
shift compared to current trends in higher education – meaning that the project is
ambitious in terms of the impact that it could have on policy at the European level
in the long-term, and on the effects that this could have on the future
development of higher education in Europe.
The paradigm shift that the project could make a contribution to in the long-term
is to influence change in the current university culture in Europe. The change
would essentially be that community engagement is no longer perceived as a
peripheral ‘third mission’ of the university, but an integral part of the university’s
core mission that could be seamlessly integrated into teaching, research,
management and student life. In other words, the long-term impact would be
redefining the terms ‘quality’ and ‘relevance’ of higher education to incorporate
community engagement as a core characteristic. The benefits of such an impact
are detailed below.
Specific
systemic
impact
(qualitative
level)



Proven impact of community engagement of universities on social, economic
and cultural development of the community: Local and regional communities
where universities are located would feel (and be able to measure) the impact
of university community engagement. The indicators of such impact are yet to
be determined, but examples could include:
o The university has a vocal and recognisable public role in debates and
discussions regarding the issues in the community and region, in
particular in upholding democratic and pluralistic values and in
promoting good governance, and responding to crises (e.g. migrant
crisis).

3 In this section, the long-term impact on higher education in Europe will be described, referring to the period of

3 to 10 years following project completion.
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o

o

o

o

The university support local authorities in identifying of solutions to
pressing policy challenges in the area of public administration, social
inclusion and regional development
The university plays has an impact on promoting social mobility in the
community through a range of access programmes, lifelong learning
opportunities and recognition of prior learning.
The university becomes an important part of the local business
ecosystem, developing their own ventures/spin offs, supporting
student entrepreneurs and partnering with local businesses to support
their growth
University projects or programmes to address specific problems or
needs in the community have a positive and sustainable impact.



Specific
systemic
impact
(quantitative
level

Further improvement of the quality and relevance of universities, at the level
of teaching, research, management and student life: Community engagement
would bring new value and vibrancy to universities in the form of new
approaches to teaching and research and in terms of other productive
collaboration with community. All of these combined would significantly
increase both the quality and relevance of higher education in Europe. The
indicators of such impact are yet to be determined, but could include:
o 1) Teaching and learning: mainstreaming of ‘service learning’ in higher
education (work placements of students to support community-based
organisations to address social challenges, as an integral/credited part
of the study programme); mainstreaming of project-based learning;
curriculum developed/taught in cooperation with external
stakeholders from the community.
o 2) Research: research at the university addresses social problems and
needs in the community; collaborative research is carried out with
community stakeholders; social innovations are developed on the
basis of research results and projects.
o 3) Management: Advisory/governmental boards; Taking a stance (?)
o 4) Student life: the combination of service learning and other
voluntary work or paid work in the community becomes an integral
part of student life, resulting both in improving graduate competences
(civic and entrepreneurial competences) and in developing a sense of
belonging to the community in which they are based.
It can be assumed that the European framework for community engagement of
higher education will be able to track and generate quantitative data on the
number of universities in the EU working on different aspects of community
engagement. In the case of using the Open Method of Coordination, an indicator
could be used by all Member States as a benchmark. The following aspects of the
long-term impact will be able to be measured:




Increased number of universities that develop new and innovative
initiatives to engage with their local communities to address community
problems
Increased impact of community engagement on economic, social and
cultural development in HE communities
Increased public trust in the quality and relevance of higher education in
addressing concrete problems in the community
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