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SHEFCE TRANSNATIONAL PROJECT MEETING 1: MINUTES 

Date: Monday 1 – Tuesday 2 February 2021, 10:00-13:00 CET 

Location: online (Microsoft Teams)  

Day 1: Monday 1 February 2021 

SESSION 1: UNIVERSITY ACTION PLANS (IO1) 

 

Thomas Farnell (IDE) opened the meeting and presented the TEFCE Toolbox for community engagement in 

higher education, an institutional self-reflection framework that each of the action-planning universities 

(DUK, UDG, VUB) will implement by June 2020, and which represents the first step in the action-planning 

process, which is the first Intellectual Output (IO1) of the SHEFCE project. 

 

Thomas Cooney (TUD), as the lead partner of IO1, explained the role of TUD in coordinating and monitoring 

the action-planning process.  

 

The rest of the session consisted of presentations by Thomas Farnell (IDE) and Bojana Ćulum Ilić (UNIRI) of 

each phase of the TEFCE Toolbox, with illustrations of how each phase it was implemented in practice by 

different universities in the previous TEFCE project (2018-2020). The Power Point presentation is available 

here. 

 

The rest of the session consisted of discussions on how the TFECE Toolbox would be implemented by the 

partner universities. The conclusions of the discussions are below:  

 

• Terminology: The partners agreed that there were no challenges in any of the three languages of action-

planning universities relating to the translating the term community engagement in higher education, as 

follows:   

o German: Gesellschaftliches Engagement 

o Dutch: maatschappelijk engagement 

o Spanish; Catalan: responsabilidad social / compromiso con el territorio 

 

• Stage 1 - Quick scan: After a discussion on how universities should structure their university teams, 

Thomas Cooney (TUD) and Bojana Ćululm Ilić (UNIRI) emphasised that partners should be careful not to 

get too caught up in the “words” of the TEFCE Toolbox guidelines. The key aspect of the Toolbox is 

flexibility, with a focus on the desired outcomes of the process, which take the form of answers to the 

question “where do we want to go”, “how can we improve” – and also emphasising that universities 

don0’t necessarily need to “improving everything” or “improving everywhere”, but can determine their 

own realistic priorities.  

 

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1mJjl3CaXDWkYsO7HSK00V2zhKjR3dDD4
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To a concrete question by Sarah Pardon (VUB) about whether the quick scan process should already 

include community voices, or whether these should be included in the SLIPDOT phase, the response 

was that some previous universities (such as UNIRI) did include communities early, whereas others 

included them later.   

 

• Stage 2 - Evidence collection: A discussion took place on whether community engagement  

practices/case studies could be collected in the local language. The conclusion was that each university 

could choose to collect evidence in the local language,  in order to be more inclusive, and then each 

university could make a selection of practices to translate into English, thereby allowing for the 

transnational peer learning element that will be key to the SHEFCE project and the Heatmap tool in the 

long term.  

 

• Stage 3 - Mapping: Thomas Cooney (TUD) emphasised that in this stage of the TEFCE Toolbox it is 

important for universities to understand that the scoring should not be approached in a narrow way, 

and that it is not a rigid scale. In that sense, however, universities must balance on a fine line between 

celebrating its achievements and also remaining self-critical about areas for improvement. Thomas 

Cooney also emphasised that the Level 5 should be used as a source of inspiration, and not necessarily 

as a benchmark.  

 

• Stage 4 – Participative dialogue: Regarding the timing and forms of SLIPDOT analyses in the SHEFCE 

project, Thomas Farnell (IDE) proposed three models:  

o (i) Carrying out a SLIPDOT analysis prior to the SHEFCE peer-learning visits in May-June and 

using the peer-learning visits to reflect on success of that process. 

o (ii) Use the peer-leaning visits as the platform for implementing the SLIPDOT analysis (e.g. 

involving all SHEFCE partners listen and reflect on panels/focus groups of local stakeholders).  

o (iii) Use peer-learning visit to discuss the mapping findings and then to discuss how to best carry 

out the SLIPDOT analyses in an online format after the meeting  

 

Attila Pausits (DUK) noted that having participative discussions with communities will be difficult in an 

online format. He also reflected on the conceptual challenge of how to balance different voices and 

perspectives during the SLIPDOT process, specifically:  

o System-level  

o Institutional level  

o Official stakeholder perspectives 

o Individual perspectives 

 

Post-scriptum by Thomas Farnell (IDE): There is no definitive answer to this question. But with the 

TEFCE Toolbox as a whole, the focus is on the institution reaching conclusions that are deemed by the 

participants as being a fair assessment and reasonable reflection of the range of views held by 

different stakeholders and individuals. 

 

One potential concern voiced by Sarah Pardon (VUB) was how to motivate community partners to get 

involved in this part of the process. But both Bojana Ćulum Ilić (UNIRI) and Thomas Cooney (TUD) noted 
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that in their experiences partners are usually more than happy to join platforms to share their views and 

discuss. Arguably a greater challenge is how to motivate academics to engage in these discussions, 

since the topic is not a priority for many. Alicia Betts (UDG) noted that peer learning visits as a platform 

for such discussions could be used as additional motivation for academics and  

community to take part (as part of an international process).  

Post-scriptum by Thomas Farnell (IDE): An additional motivation could be to invite community and/or 

academics to attend “virtual visits” to the universities in other countries.  

 

• Mentoring: TUD proposed that at least 1 action-planning university implement the TEFCE Toolbox 

independently, without close monitoring by lead partner TUD. UDG confirmed that it would be ready to 

take on that role, while DUK and VUB however expressed a preference for the monitoring option.   

 

• Other reflections: At the end of the meeting, Begonya Serra (UDG) reflected that one of the problems of 

have solved the problem of how to integrate projects related to community engagement into 

institutional policies related to academic research and promotion, since there is a primary focus on 

validating indexed publications, participation in congresses, and not community engagement.  

Post-scriptum by Thomas Farnell (IDE): This is already a point to add to UDG’s “SLIPDOT analysis” about 

external factors that hinder institutionalisation of engagement!  

 

Day 2: Tuesday 2 February 2021 

SESSION 2: COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT HEATMAP (IO4) 

 

Thomas Farnell (IDE) opened the meeting and introduced Intellectual Output 4 (IO4) of the SHEFCE project, 

which is the piloting of a European Community Engagement Heatmap.  

Davide Dusi (UG), lead partner for IO4, presented the progress of the project team working on developing 

the initial plans for the heatmap, which were then presented and discussed with the consortium. The Power 

Point presentation is available here. 

 

Session 2.1: Stakeholder needs analysis  

 

The first session focused on the results of the stakeholders needs analysis carried out by the Heatmap 

Team, and resulted in a productive and interactive discussion, which is summarised below for each group.  

 

• Policymakers: Henriette Stoeber (EUA) noted that EUA had advocated for avoiding following the paths of 

‘ranking’, ‘benchmarking’, and ‘measuring performance’ when speaking of policy. What policymakers 

are likely to need more than such tools is system-level analyses identifying policy obstacles. Thomas 

Farnell (IDE) responded that the SHEFCE project will in fact be producing such analyses in 2022 for 5 

countries. 

 

Vaidotas Villiunas (EURASHE) supported the concept of “bench learning” as the best approach at the 

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1mJjl3CaXDWkYsO7HSK00V2zhKjR3dDD4


 

 

      
   4 

policy level and emphasised that system-level changes require open and gradual discussions with 

academic community rather than sudden changes. 

 

• University management staff: Bojana Ćulum Ilić (UNIRI) and Henriette Stoeber (EUA) noted that is 

especially important to focus on ‘middle management’, since the level of institutionalisation is much 

more limited if it is linked to a rector/dean with a limited mandate. Henriette Stoeber (EUA) also noted 

that it would be important not to only look at the stakeholders separately, but together (e.g. connecting 

management, academic staff, professional staff and students).  

 

Silvia Llach (UDG) noted that a key challenge for university management is how to reconcile strategic 

goals with the pragmatic aspects of meeting those goals. A key concern is how to ensure there is a solid 

platform and infrastructure supporting the community engagement agenda (e.g. an office, staff, digital 

resources).  

 

Alicia Betts (UDG) added that a specific need of certain university managers could be to identify good 

practices in specific priority areas of community engagement (e.g.  linking internationalisation and 

community engagement) to find potential international partners for join initiatives. Linking to this point, 

Bojana Ćulum Ilić (UNIRI) suggested that the European Commission would probably greatly value the 

establishment of a platform that could connect projects and people in such a way. Henriette Stoeber 

(EUA) agreed, although warned that such a tool should not become an ‘echo chamber’ of EU-funded 

projects, but should be inclusive of other, locally-supported projects and initiatives.  

 

• Community engaged academic staff and professional staff: Sarah Pardon (VUB) confirmed that “how to” 

manuals are important for professional staff working on community engagement, and that have high-

quality, accessible visuals (e.g. infographics) are crucial in effective communication. She also confirmed 

that any tool that is developed would be valuable both for connecting practitioners within the same 

institution and for inter-institutional peer learning (especially to search for examples of other 

universities of a similar size/profile). 

 

Vaidotas Villiunas (EURASHE) underlined that academics and professional staff are the most crucial 

aspect of institutional change, since a visionary university leader cannot deliver reforms or new 

development anything without the support of the academic base. For this reason, prominent community 

engagement champions should be made more visible, commended and promoted. Henriette Stoeber 

(EUA) agreed with this point, and noted that encouraging peer learning between staff is a good 

approach, since this will always be supported both by the EU and by universities. Thomas Farnell (IDE)  

summarised the discussion by adding that the key role of academic/professional staff could be further 

supported by the heatmap tool if the tool also provided clear arguments for advocating the importance 

of community engagement towards management.  

 

• Students: Otto Rosenlund (ESU) noted that it would be important to define more clearly which groups of 

students would be the intended users: individual students, student organisations or student unions 

(university-level or national). Henriette Stoeber (EUA) noted that there are also student-led projects, not 

associated to student unions. The conclusion of the discussion is that the SHEFCE project is most likely 
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to engage with and be relevant to student organisation and student unions, but that we should still 

keep in mind the potential that a heatmap tool could have for individual students (e.g. for choosing 

study programmes). Additional notes were made by Vaidotas Viliunas (EURASHE) and Maria Keplinger 

(AFMESR) about the important role of alumni/former students in connecting universities and their 

external communities.  

 

• Communities: Bruce Phillips (DCC) noted that while all other stakeholder groups were been defined in 

some detail, including into subgroups, the ‘community’ group was left as a homogenous group, without 

acknowledging the great range of groups this includes. It would therefore be worthwhile to provide more 

time and thought to how to define this group. A discussion then ensued regarding whether the SHEFCE 

heatmap would be the right kind of tool to target communities themselves, or whether a different tool 

and approach altogether would be needed. Thomas Cooney (TUD) agreed that the heatmap tool may 

not be a tool that communities themselves would choose to use, however that it could focus on the 

“connection points” between universities and communities, i.e. who could be contacted by communities 

at different universities – e.g. community engagement offices, community-engaged staff. The heatmap 

tool could also be beneficial by connecting people within a given university that work with communities 

but that are not familiar with other community engagement projects carried out by their colleagues 

(sometimes even with the same partners!). 

 

An Claeys (CS), as an NGO working with communities, noted that the SHEFCE project and heatmap are 

interesting to an organisation such as theirs, in particular for the way in which it valorises and gives 

visibility to the roles of communities in working with universities, provides an opportunity to find other 

good practices and might allow to better connect universities and communities. She also noted the 

previous point made about the importance of visuals and infographics for communicating messages 

effectively.  

 

Session 2.2: Heatmap tool – initial proposal  

Thomas Farnell (IDE) presented the Heatmap Teams’ initial ideas on how to respond the to the defined 

stakeholder needs through a tool combining comparative visualisations of universities’ level of community 

engagement, good practices, networking and a guide to how to carry out an institutional self-reflection (the 

TEFCE Toolbox). The discussions among SHEFEC partners resulted in the following conclusions:  

 

• Interactive nature of tool: Sandra Nuždić (UNIRI) asked whether the tool could be made interactive, for 

example, by allowing the tool to be a platform for communities to communicate their needs to 

universities. Bojana Ćulum Ilić (UNIRI) added that the YUFE European University alliance will be piloting 

a similar tool as a ‘Citizen Portal’ so the results of that process could inform the SHEFCE heatmap. 

Maria Keplinger (AFMESR) noted that ensuring incoming inputs to the web tool by users will be the 

hardest element to achieve.  

 

• Handling information overload: Maria Keplinger (AFMESR) also noted that the way in which community 

engagement is framed in the SHEFCE project implies overlaps between many large thematic areas, 

including open innovation, research on societal needs and the social dimension of higher education. 
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Creating a database for all such initiatives would be close to impossible, so we would have to think 

about how to frame what the heatmap can achieve.  

 

• Storytelling rather than a catalogue approach: Sarah Pardon (VUB) suggested that it would be good to 

avoid the tool becoming a ‘catalogue’ but rather to ensure there is a strong ‘human’ aspect by including 

engaging testimonies and storytelling, as well as elements such as photographs, infographics that 

demonstrate the benefits of community engagement. Bruce Philips (DCC) agreed that an approach that 

clearly communicates the benefits of community engagement would be crucial for the tool’s success. 

Alicia Betts (UDG) added that in addition to promoting community engagement, the tool should also 

help users interested to how to carry out or improve their community engagement. Vaidotas Viliunas 

(EURASHE) confirmed the value of storytelling but also noted that this opened a question of risk 

management: how to balance storytelling and evidence?  

 

• Comparing scores – the question of reliability: Regarding the question of whether any participants felt 

that the comparative element of the heatmap might be controversial, Vaidotas ViIliunas (EURASHE) 

answered that having a colour-coded comparative scale should not be a problem: although it could lean 

towards some competitive interpretstions, it is intended as a tool for institutional learning and self-

improvement, so should not have negative repercussions. The issue, however, is how to guarantee tha 

the data available will be reliable. It users are not convinced by the reliability, they will leave and not 

return.  

 

SESSION 3: MANAGEMENT, ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE  

 

Thomas Farnell (IDE) concluded the project meeting with updates regarding the visibility of the SHEFCE 

project, the signing of partnership agreements, and the planned webinar of financial reporting, and 

concluded with a list of next project activities:  

 

• IO1: Implementation of TEFCE Toolbox, February–May; Peer learning visits: May-June 

• IO2: -  

• IO3: Development of Platform concept and structure; collection of online resources for community 

engaement in higher education 

• IO4: Finalising the initial proposal for the Heatmap; consultations with partners; developing an initial 

prototype.  

 

The next project meetings in 2021 will be the following:  

 

• 03.2021 - TPM: Heatmap Team coordination meeting 

• 03.2021 - VM: Planning and monitoring videoconference 1 

• 05.2021 – TLA: Peer-learning visits on local community engagement practices, BE 

• 06.2021 – TLA: Peer-learning visits on local community engagement practices, ES 

• 07.2021 – TLA: Peer-learning visits on local community engagement practices, AU 
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List of participants 

 
 Institution Name Surname Job title 

 

Association of Catalan Public 

Universities (ACUP)  

- - - 

1 
Brodoto Petra Jurlina  Director 

2 
Branimir Radaković Project Manager 

3 
Tajana  Sisgoreo Project Manager 

 
City of Girona - - - 

4 

City of Rijeka Lucija  Kero  Advisor for Projects 

and Youth 

 
City of Salt - - - 

5 
CitySpark (CS) An Claeys 

 

 
Council of Europe (CoE) -  - - 

6 
Danube University Krems (DUK) Attila Pausits Professor 

7 
Magdalena Fellner Research assistant 

8 
Dublin City Council  Bruce  Phillips  Area Manager 

9 

European University Association 

(EUA) 

Henriette Stoeber Policy Analyst 

10 

European Association of 

Institutions in Higher Education 

(EURASHE) 

Vaidotas Viliunas Policy and Project 

Officer 

11 
European Students' Union (ESU) Zamzam Ibrahim Vice-Presdient 

12 

Otto Rosenlund Member of the 

Executive Committee 

13 

Ghent University (GU) Davide Dusi Postdoctoral 

Researcher 

14 

Institute for the Development of 

Education (IDE) 

Thomas  Farnell Higher Education 

Policy Expert 

15 
Nino  Šćukanec Schmidt Executive Director 

16 

Ana  Skledar Matijević Higher Education 

Project Manager 

17 

Irish Universities Association, 

Campus Engage (CE) 

Kate Morris National Coordinator 
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18 
National University of Ireland 

Galway (NUIG) 

Lorraine McIlrath McIlrath Coordinator 

19 
Fiona Kennedy  

 

Organisation for Economic 

Cooperation and Development 

(OECD) 

- - - 

20 

TU Dublin (TUD)  Tom Cooney Professor of 

Entrepreneurship 

21 

Universitat de Girona (UDG) Alícia Betts International Strategic 

Projects 

22 

Sílvia Llach Carles Vicerectora de Territori 

i Compromís Social 

23 
Begoña Serra Grant Manager 

24 
Edgar Iglesias Vidal Professor of Pedagogy 

25 

Jaume Feliu Delegate of the rector 

for Territory and 

Sustainability 

26 
University of Rijeka (UNIRI) Bojana Culum Ilic Associate Professor 

27 

Ivana Klarin EU projects and 

programmes expert 

28 

Sandra Nuždić Head of Office for 

Students with 

Disabilities  

29 Vrije Universiteit Brussel (VUB) Sarah Pardon Project, Coordinator 

Science Outreach 

Office 
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