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MEETING OF THE BOLOGNA FOLLOW-UP GROUP (BFUG)

Alden Biesen, Belgium, 24-25 of August 2010

Draft outcome of proceedings – detailed version
Welcome and introduction to the meeting

The Chair, Noël Vercruysse (Belgium, Flemish Community), opened the meeting, welcomed the participants and announced that formal apologies had been received from Iceland to the Bologna Follow-up Group (BFUG).

The Chair welcomed the delegation of Kazakhstan, on the occasion of its first attendance to a BFUG meeting, following the accession of Kazakhstan as a member of the European Higher Education Area (EHEA). 
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1. Information by the Chairs (Belgium & Albania) 
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The Chair introduced the Belgian EU Presidency’s priorities in the field of higher education. For more details, see the PowerPoint presentation below: 
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Rezarta Godo (Albania) presented the latest developments and reforms undertaken by the Albanian authorities in the field of higher education. For more details, see the PowerPoint presentation below: 


[image: image4.emf]BFUG_Albanian  introductory presentation.ppt


2. Adoption of the agenda

Documents:

BFUG (BE/AL) 21_2a [draft agenda]


BFUG (BE/AL) 21_2b [draft annotated agenda]
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3. Outcome of proceedings of the BFUG meeting, Madrid, 18-19 February 2010 

Document:

BFUG (BE/AL) 21_3 [BFUG Madrid draft outcome of proceedings]


[image: image6]
The Chair thanked the former Secretariat for drafting the outcome of proceedings of the BFUG meeting that had taken place in Madrid on 18-19 of February 2010. 

4. Information by the Bologna Secretariat & presentation of the EHEA website
Documents:

BFUG (BE/AL) 21_4a [Bologna Secretariat 2010-12 TOR]



BFUG (BE/AL) 21_4b [BFUG decision making and communication  

                                                          procedures]



BFUG (BE/AL) 21_4c [EHEA website]
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The Chair pointed out that the official handover of the Bologna Secretariat, from the Benelux countries to Romania, had taken place on the 5th of July, 2010, in Bucharest. On this occasion, he thanked the Romanian hosts for the good organization of this event.

Ligia Deca, as Head of the Bologna Secretariat, introduced the new Secretariat team and thanked everyone who had expressed their support and to the former Secretariat for the smooth handover.

She presented the Secretariat’s Terms of Reference (ToR), and mentioned that the Secretariat‘s new responsibilities include creating the Bologna Process’ archive and developing and maintaining the permanent EHEA website. With regard to the Secretariat’s ToR, it was mentioned that, in addition to the last circulated version of the draft ToR, there was a small amendment that had been agreed with the Romanian Vice-Chair, namely that the Ministry of Education, Research, Youth and Sports in Romania (MECTS) will organise the Bucharest Ministerial Conference and Third Edition of the BPF, as an official host of the event and in its capacity as Vice-Chair of the BFUG between 1st of July 2010 and 30th of June 2012. The MECTS will cooperate with the Bologna Secretariat in the process of organising these events.
At Scotland’s request, the Head of Secretariat clarified the roles and tasks covered by the Secretariat’s consultative experts. The Secretariat’s consultative experts were also employed within the Romanian Ministry of Education, Research, Youth and Sports, while they were delegated within the Bologna Secretariat to support the activity of one BFUG working group or network each. 

The Secretariat’s ToR were endorsed with the amendment regarding the Secretariat’s role in organizing the 2012 Ministerial Conference.

The Head of the Bologna Secretariat introduced the draft paper on BFUG decision-making and communication procedures, described the context in which the document had been drafted, emphasized that it represented just a first step for a further debate and, in order to redraft it, asked the BFUG members to contribute with comments and suggestions, especially concerning the Board’s role and the proposed actions outlined in the end of the presented document.

Several interventions on this issue came from the BFUG members. All agreed on the well timed drafting of the document.

There were many opinions and arguments focused on the controversial issue of formalizing (some of) the internal procedures versus preserving the current informal approach of the process, while several other issues linked to this topic were touched upon, such as:

· the question of having or not specific ToR for the BFUG;

· having voting procedures just for particular situations or as a general rule;

· the relation between the Secretariat and: the BFUG, the Board and other Bologna Process’ sub-structures;

· whether the procedures used by different BFUG sub-structures should vary or not;

· the possible role of the BFUG in approving the composition of the BFUG sub-structures;

· making a better distinction (and possible criteria in this respect) between official and unofficial events under the Bologna Process;

· the conditions to be respected for the external representation of the BFUG;

· the logos and other symbols in the view of the transition towards the EHEA from the Bologna Process and the improving of the external communication in this respect.

With regard to the EHEA Calendar of Events, the European Commission commented that the European Union (EU) agenda for the organization of Higher Education (HE) was fully in line with the Bologna Process and that all these events that occurred at EU level should be included in the Calendar.

The Chair concluded by asking the members to submit to the Secretariat written suggestions within one month. The redrafted version, written by the Secretariat, will be presented for a BFUG approval during the 2011 March meeting.

Ligia Deca, the Head of the Bologna Secretariat, presented the new EHEA website (www.ehea.info) by underlining the reasons that had led to the present concept and the main changes implemented, as well as identifying potential problems.

For more details, see the PowerPoint presentation below: 
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The comments and suggestions expressed on this occasion by the BFUG members were focused on the following aspects:

· a general appreciation on the work done by the new Secretariat;

· various requests to widen and, according to the given situation, deepen the area covered by the EHEA website (more space allocated for the stakeholders, including information for and from them; more space for best practices; to give visibility to academic studies), while there was criticism that the actual website is too much designed for the BFUG; 

· the website cannot be a solution to all EHEA communication needs and its further development needs increased commitment and investment from all BFUG members;

· to clarify the public access to different kind of documents hosted in; 

· to have a second discussion (a brainstorming was proposed as well) on the future development of the website and during this time to collect other useful ideas, including contributions from the Working Groups (WGs) and networks;

· to explore the opportunity to include a glossary;

· to use the website as a tool to present the EHEA to the global community;

· not to look at the website as a form of support to increase the efficiency of the Bologna Process implementation, because its aim is the dissemination of information and full transparency regarding the activities within the EHEA. 


At the end, Ligia Deca described the manner in which the website had been developed. She appreciated that the next development phase would not be an easy one and should consist of making the website more accessible to the different target groups. For this to happen, two steps are mainly needed: 

· seeing what the BFUG wants to adopt as additional working methods within the EHEA;

· involving all BFUG members in making the website more relevant and oriented towards the main target groups. 
5. Feedback on the Budapest/Vienna Ministerial Conference 

Document:

BFUG (BE/AL) 21_5 [Budapest-Vienna Declaration]
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The Hungarian representative announced the readiness of the Hungarian Government to continue any efforts to implement and improve the Bologna Process and that the coming EU Hungarian Presidency with Andorra can discuss how to improve the Bologna Process implementation.
6. Feedback on and follow-up to the Second Bologna Policy Forum
Document:

BFUG (BE/AL) 21_6 [Vienna Bologna Policy Forum Statement]
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Austria appreciated that the morning info-session in Vienna had been too short and that a signal from the Ministers to the non-EHEA members, by having all EHEA Ministers present within the next Bologna Policy Forum (BPF) edition, would be very important.

Ligia Deca asked for additional feedback to be sent to the Secretariat by September 17th, 2010.

The Vice-Chair, Adrian Curaj (Romania), announced that the Romanian side is currently exploring the possibility to organise (before the Ministerial Conference) an event dedicated to the researchers on the Bologna Process, able to provide some new ideas and inputs for the Ministerial Conference and the BPF. 

7. Proposal for written procedure on language regime for ministerial conferences

Document:

BFUG (BE/AL) 21_7 [ministerial conference language regime]
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The Chair introduced the two options, as in the draft document prepared by the Secretariat, and then presented the third option sent by France not long before the meeting that, in brief, proposed adding French and German languages to the first option.

The new 3rd option proposed by France - namely with French and German to be added to the 1st option - was presented after the French Minister's request of having the French re-introduced for the Budapest/Vienna Conference. The French proposal was based on the following arguments, as voiced by the French BFUG representatives: 

· the language regime, which is a political issue, should be approved by Ministers themselves, for the upcoming Bucharest Conference, as the website address for instance had to be approved  by Ministers before the Budapest/Vienna Conference (ie : "Briefing note to Ministers"), since the BFUG as such is not a decision-making body, but only Ministers are; 

· the presented option, validated by the French competent national bodies, was based both on traditions of other Ministerial conferences (at the EU level, in the Council of Europe, but also in  OECD, in UNESCO and United Nations, where French is always provided to Ministers, as confirmed by the French Ministry for Foreign Affairs), and on the other hand, on the previous Bologna Ministerial Conferences, which took this international tradition on board: indeed, since the Bologna Conference in 1999, French was always provided to Ministers (except in Budapest/Vienna) and German as well (except in Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve, but upon the request of the German-speaking community of Belgium which did not find it necessary then); 

· the intention is not to say that French and German are more important than other languages, but to go forward about multilingualism without any step back from the past, with French and German provided to Bologna Ministerial Conferences. 

A lengthy debate followed. Most of the participants expressed their opinions on the matter. 

Several BFUG members clearly expressed their support for the first option present in the draft document (Hungary, European Commission, Spain, European Students’ Union - ESU, Sweden, Turkey, the Netherlands) by raising arguments or advancing counter-proposals. 

Many members warned about the financial and logistical consequences in the event of an extension of the language regime and on the pressure that would be made upon the hosts (Council of Europe, European Commission, ESU, UK) or/and on the criteria used in justifying some languages in spite of others (Council of Europe, Spain, ESU). ).  At the same time, the Council of Europe underlined that the French proposal must be given due consideration and that whatever the outcome of this consideration, it was important that France feel its proposal had been given fair consideration by its partners in the EHEA on an issue of considerable political importance to the French delegation. 

The Council of Europe (CoE) advised that a distinction should be made between different facilities offered by the hosts, in terms of providing the Ministerial Conference participants with facilities to read, listen or speak in certain languages. Each of these options involves different arrangements and distinct costs.  

There were opinions against formally questioning Ministers on these options (Hungary, Luxembourg, ENQA). Doubts were also expressed on the risky outcome of such a procedure (Holy See, Denmark), as well as against consulting other national authorities like the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Sweden). 

Proposals were made for considering the French proposal as a separate option in the decision making process (Luxembourg, Germany) and not to treat the second option as a separate one, but as a version of the first option (Luxembourg, Germany), while other Members were in favour of considering all three options for a decision (Education International).

There were voices that emphasised that any likely decision should not affect the language regime for the Bucharest event in 2012 (the Netherlands, Germany). This should remain as decided in Stockholm.

As a consensus could not be reached, Luxembourg proposed that the BFUG would first decide whether to preserve the Stockholm procedure or not.

The conclusions, stated by the Chair and then detailed by Ligia Deca, were:

· to have internal discussions regarding the current Ministerial Conference language regime in each country;

· to invite the Chairs and the Bologna Secretariat to draft a revised paper, which would be the basis for discussion in the next BFUG meeting;

· there was no agreement to ask the Ministers for a formal statement on the matter before the Ministerial Conference in Bucharest;

· the paper would be redrafted in light of the discussions, sent to the BFUG members that would consult their respective organizations or country authorities, and then come back on March 2011 and have a discussion on what to be put forward to the Ministers, while the Bucharest Ministerial Conference would remain under the regime of the Stockholm rules. The redrafted paper should include a more detailed overview of the implications of keeping or changing the current language regime adopted in Stockholm, as well as the possible effects of the other options presented within the meeting.

After the conclusions, the Netherlands added the following suggestions, also based on the preceding discussion: 

· first to ask whether the dissatisfaction with Stockholm rules is shared;

· for the use of different languages more arguments would be needed; 

· a formal written position from each delegation should not be asked, but we should have orally expressed preferences on this matter during the next BFUG meeting.

The Chair ended this point by clarifying that the oral opinions should be expressed during the next BFUG meeting on the suitability of the Stockholm rules and their preferences after internal consultations. 

8. Criteria for accession to the European Higher Education Area
Document:

BFUG (BE/AL) 21_8 [EHEA accession criteria]


[image: image12]
9. Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve agenda / 2009-2012 Work Plan 

Documents:

BFUG (BE/AL) 21_9a [calendar of events 2009-2012]


BFUG (BE/AL) 21_9b [BFUG work plan 2009-2012]
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At this point the chairing was taken over by Rezarta Godo (Albania).

Ligia Deca introduced the draft Work Plan and explained the reasons for having a new document in which minor changes had been operated (as the Bologna Seminars that had been eliminated from the previous Work Plan and were included in the Calendar of Events because they may change often and a new Work Plan cannot be adopted with every such change).

Denmark detailed their proposal for a new activity - seen as a link between research, higher education and innovation and also as an opportunity to enhance the synergies between the European research area and the EHEA - to be included in the Work Plan, consisting in a small peer learning activity (PLA) seminar in 2011 as a starting point for the dialogue with the academic world. 

Sweden, Scotland, the Netherlands, Belgium, Cyprus, France, EURASHE, Education International (EI) and the European Commission expressed their support for the Danish proposal and asked further steps in line with the Danish initiative.

Hungary asked for the correction of the data for the seminar on “Embedding Short-Cycle HE in the (Higher) Education System” that would be held in Budapest, 4-5 November 2010, to 20-21 January 2011.  

Ligia Deca concluded by assuming that the new Work Plan would include, under the Education, research and innovation chapter, the Danish PLA-seminar and the Recognition of Prior Learning (RPL) ToR as soon as more detailed information would be sent by Denmark and UK/ Scotland. With those additions in mind, the document was adopted and its new form would be re-circulated by the Secretariat before the next BFUG meeting.

At the end of this point, the Denmark representative asked interested BFUG members to cooperate with the Danish organizers for organising the seminar and promised to propose further concepts in the next BFUG meeting of March 2011. 

The Chair noted that Denmark took the lead to organize the PLA-seminar in 2011.

9.1 Reporting on the Implementation of the Bologna Process

Documents:

BFUG (BE/AL) 21_9.1a [reporting timeline]


BFUG (BE/AL) 21_9.1b [questionnaire for data collection]

                          BFUG (BE/AL)21_9.1c [questionnaire on student and staff 

                                                             mobility]


BFUG (BE/AL) 21_9.1d [input from Eurostat/Eurostudent]



BFUG (BE/AL) 21_9.1e [EC update on mobility]
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Germain Dondelinger (Luxembourg), the Co-Chair of the WG on Reporting, mentioned that the aim was to have an integrated report for the Ministerial Conference, which is able to provide the base for evidence-based policy.

He explained that, at this stage, the printed document covered only the qualitative indicators and not the quantitative ones (statistical evidence) and also detailed the procedure that had been used for selecting those indicators and the area that they are covering.

The Co-Chair wanted to know if the questions within the questionnaire were correctly formulated and properly understood for the pre-testing phase soon to follow.

As for the future, the speaker added that:

· the quantitative indicators had not been yet established and would be discussed during the next meeting of the WG on Reporting (in November 2010, in Luxembourg); also, the way in which the report would be used for evidence based-policy had not been  discussed yet; 

· in Spring 2011, the BFUG members would receive a first outlook of the report.
Andrejs Rauhvargers (Latvia), the Co-Chair of the WG on Reporting, informed the BFUG members that, in spite of its length, the questionnaire had been simplified and explained the main changes that had occurred and its structure.

Participants praised the work done in the drafting process, while proposing some suggestions, comments or questions related to the questionnaire, as follows:

· there are few overlaps and some questions are missing (e.g. no question on workload related to ECTS), or a need for additional questions on some issues (e.g. student centred learning, social dimension) (ESU); 

· there is a need for inserting definitions into the questionnaire (Scotland, supported by Croatia);

· there are some missing aspects, mostly related to academic staff (e.g. with regard to the question on data collection, within the Quality Assurance(QA) section, the involvement of staff should be included as it was agreed in the WG meeting in Riga) (EI); clarifications will be needed concerning any possible confusion coming from the similarities with another recent EURYDICE questionnaire (Belgium);

· the BFUG needs to take into account the responsibilities and  difficulties at different levels (the national one - Poland: the federal one - Italy) in filling the present questionnaire (related answers had been given by EURYDICE);

· there is a need for technical improvements leading to consequences both on the filling-in manner of the questionnaire and on the coordination between the questions and comments related to the fees, scholarships and grants in different parts of the questionnaire (CoE);

· the WG needs to take into account the existing risks of errors in completing such a wide questionnaire and possible measures to diminish them (Croatia);

· the data collectors should provide room for comments and to include textboxes for the possible alternative answers in the case of closed questions (the Netherlands).

In this context, Peter Greisler (Germany) emphasised the importance and the time constraints related to collecting the answers to the questionnaire on students and staff mobility. These constraints would require providing the answers earlier than those to the other thematic questionnaires (September 30th, 2010, at the latest). This arrangement would maintain the agreed timeframe, which is very much needed for the agenda of the next meeting of the Mobility WG.

At the end, the two Co-Chairs answered as follows:

a) Germain Dondelinger:

· in this stage, only the qualitative indicators are included in the questionnaire;

· one should consider the delicate balance between acquiring comprehensive and reliable data, on one side, and the length and complexity of the questionnaire, on the other. This had implications on the coherence of the questionnaire. The BFUG national representative will have the main responsibility of keeping an overview on the coherence and reliability of the answers to all parts of the questionnaire.

b) Andrejs Rauhvargers:

· explained that the high number of questions came from the need to investigate some aspects that would not be questioned until the next survey in 2015;

· mentioned the possibilities to reduce the risks in filling in the questionnaire, including the possible support coming from EURYDICE national agencies.

A final set of comments came from the European Commission, as follows (point 9.1.e):

· at EU level, the Council asked the Commission to come up by the end of this year with proposals of mobility benchmarks, including on HE;

· the Commission convened an Expert Group (that already met twice and will have a further last meeting in September). The discussion was very much in line with what the Mobility WG was discussing on the Bologna benchmark;

· the Commission should release a proposal in November 2010, in a Communication, to propose the confirmation of the Bologna benchmark (which needs to be further confirmed by the Council); 

· in terms of indicators for measuring the benchmark, it is considered that within the EU context they are very much in line with what was discussed in the EHEA. In the final EU version, there could be some minor differences that do not affect the data collection process. This allows for different aggregation formulas that comply with the political definitions given within the EHEA and EU;

· The Commission representative will probably be able to present the outcome at the March meeting of the BFUG;

· All delegations agreed with the timeline. 

9.2 Mobility

Document:

BFUG (BE/AL) 21_9.2 [Mobility WG update]
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The Chair of the Mobility WG (Peter Greisler, Germany):

· confirmed what the European Commission had said about the benchmark and about the non-differences in data collection. He added that the Commission wanted to use the definition of the Erasmus Programme as a proxy for mobility flows inside the EU until 2012, when the data collectors will be able to measure credit mobility;

· re-stated that, from a geographical perspective, the EHEA benchmark is about those who graduated in Europe, while the European Commission benchmark is wider, including the European students who graduated outside the EU/European Economic Area (EEA); 

· stressed the importance of having, as soon as possible, (before September 30th, 2010) the answers on the mobility questionnaire that would be circulated at the end of this week.

During the debates and in reaction to concerns raised by United Kingdom, Peter Greisler agreed to amend the Preliminary Remarks section of the questionnaire so that it is made clear that BFUG, in the ToR for the Mobility WG called for the drafting of an EHEA strategy on mobility. 

9.3 Recognition

Document: BFUG (BE/AL) 21_9.3 [Recognition WG update]
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The Chair of the Recognition WG (Andrejs Rauhvargers, Latvia) announced that:

· during the last two meetings the Group had had identified six action lines for improving recognition;

· then, the European Commission had founded a project, coordinated by the NUFFIC (Dutch NARIC) which would map the different recognition procedures and criteria across Europe and would come up with an European recognition handbook that would be useful for the conclusions to be presented in 2012 at the Ministerial Conference;

· the cooperation with the Qualifications Frameworks (QF) WG was on-going and the preliminary conclusion was that a new subsidiary text on the role of qualifications frameworks and recognition could be added to the Lisbon Convention;

· in the context of the improvement of recognition in other parts of the world, a discussion with all stakeholders (students, academics, HE institutions, ENIC-NARIC centres, Ministers and employers) was a must. Thus, such a Conference would be organized, most probably in Riga, on the 26 -27 of April, 2011.

The CoE made the following points:

· there is a lack of commitment on the side of the Ministers concerning the Lisbon Recognition Convention (LRC) (there are countries where nothing has been done in this regard);

· it would be a good idea to have a handbook on best practices;

· the aforementioned handbook should be doubled by Ministers’ commitment, otherwise it was very doubtful that it would be put in practice;

· effective recognition procedures are a prerequisite for mobility. The speaker argued by mentioning the existence of universities that were simply ignoring their duties to apply the LRC, even in cases of signed bilateral agreements.

· a website could not solve these problems, more action would be required.

Andrejs Rauhvargers replied, stating that:

· the CoE representative’s point of view was valid;

· the collected national actions plans for recognition were vague and reflected the diversity of criteria and procedures for recognition in those countries. He added that some were using nostrification or equivalents;

· if implementation would not be properly addressed at grassroots level, the expected results would be quite problematic. 

The Czech representative agreed with the previous speakers and underlined that even for some Bologna experts the basic principles of the LRC were not known and, in the mentioned context, much more emphasis should be put on the recognition at national level.

In line with the previous comments, the Netherlands representative proposed to start changing the approach used at national and institutional levels towards the concept of “automatic recognition”.

Germany agreed with the representative of the CoE and with Andrejs Rauhvargers and described the resistance he had faced in Germany at the level of universities and administration when he had tried to implement the Bologna principles. The speaker appreciated that the BFUG members would have to convince people within the national contexts about the right rules (within the ministries) and then, as a second step, to do the same thing at the level of the universities. He warned that many people did not understand the differences between nostrification and the substantial difference under Lisbon principles and, in this respect, more debates and training could be very useful. 

9.4 Social Dimension
Document:

BFUG (BE/AL) 21_9.4 [Social Dimension WG update]
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The Czech representative brought to the attention of this WG the useful new publication ”Who Gets a Degree ?” that is available on line at:

 http://www.strediskovzdelavacipolitiky.info/download/Whogetsadegree.pdf . 

9.5 Network of Experts in Student Support in Europe (NESSIE)
Document:

BFUG (BE/AL) 21_9.5 [NESSIE update]
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The Co-Chair of the NESSIE Network (Brian Power, Ireland) presented the latest developments related to the activities of the Network. He detailed, amongst others, the internal manner of cooperation and the relation with the BFUG, as agreed within the Network. For more details, see his PowerPoint presentation: 


[image: image19.emf]NESSIE ToR Alden  Biesen 24 August 2010.ppt


Luxembourg raised some criticism of the report, as follows:

· the network had a timid approach;

· its ToR were not covering some of the tasks defined in Leuven and Louvain-la-Neuve in the field of student support (as the case of the promotion of the full portability of grants and loans);

· the concluding part of the first paragraph on page five of the report  introduced the suspicion that all students are not likely to return contracted study loans;

· the second paragraph on page five was dwelling on three different EU pieces of legislation. As such, the Luxembourg representative appreciated that additional legal expertise is needed for the NESSIE work, due to the danger of misinterpreting a mixture of different European policies. He warned that the NESSIE report might induce the wrong assumption that portability of grants became impossible due to social security jurisdiction restrictions, despite the fact that the European Court of Justice had been extremely clear in stating that the two aspects have nothing to do with each other;

· for a better understanding of national contexts and the overall approach needed when discussing balanced mobility, NESSIE should include representatives coming from non-EU countries as well.

ESU appreciated the Network’s commitment to look at the participation rates from different groups of students, with a special focus on those coming from disadvantaged backgrounds, and expressed a few critical points, as follows:

· the report’s premise that students are potential criminals ready to commit fraud;

· the few references made regarding mobile students' access to local student support schemes;

· the report should try to present the various social support measures for students in different countries and the different categories of students which are entitled to access them (EU students, EHEA students etc).

Sweden confirmed that students with significant unpaid loans sometimes left the country. 

Brian Power responded to some of the comments, as follows:

· the report submitted by NESSIE was misunderstood by the Luxembourg representative – this was a report of the last full network meeting in Dublin, where the aim was to facilitate exchange of information on policy and operational issues - it was not a report in the nature a WG report;

· contrary to the assertions made, the network had a robust approach to fulfilling its mission and its ToR, as outlined in the presentation just made had, in fact, been expanded to more explicitly cover all of the tasks defined in Leuven and Louvain-la-Neuve in the field of student support, including the promotion of the full portability of grants and loans;

· the report of the Network meeting simply reflected updates on student support issues from the various countries that attended.  Therefore, it was important to understand that the information did not necessarily represent the Network's perspective, but rather an update from individual national experts on developments in their countries. This, for example, was the case with the criticised paragraph on Sweden – it was inappropriate to misrepresent this to the BFUG as a Network view that students were outside the law – rather, Sweden had simply explained the origin of its practical difficulties with repayment of student loans;

· detailed the difficulties being experienced by many countries regarding the repayment students loans which was reflected in comparisons between considerably different rates of repayment, for example, between Australia and New Zealand – experts would be aware that this sort differential existed across European countries also;

· fully agreed with the recommendation of not being too EU-centric on mobility issues; 

· agreed on the importance of support services for mobile students, but remarked that NESSIE’s specific focus tended to be on student funding for grants and loans, rather than on non-financial support services for students.

Spain’s representative expressed his support for Sweden's position on the existence and the relevance of unpaid student loans.

The Chair ended this point and closed the meeting of the BFUG for the day of the 24th of August.

On the 25th of August, the Chair, Chantal Kaufmann (Belgium, French Community), opened the second day of the BFUG meeting, thanked the Flemish hosts and briefed the participants on the remaining points in the program.

9.6 International Openness 

Documents:

BFUG (BE/AL) 21_9.6a [Int. Openness WG updated TOR]



BFUG (BE/AL) 21_9.6b [Int. Openness WG Work Plan 2010-12]



BFUG (BE/AL) 21_9.6c [Int. Openness WG update]
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The Chair of the International Openness WG (Luminita Nicolescu, Romania) informed the BFUG members on the takeover of the WG chairing from the Austrian to the Romanian delegation, starting with 1st of July. She listed the changes that had been operated in the WG's ToR and Work Plan:

· the subsequent modifications due to changes in chairing; 

· the inclusion in the Work Plan of the task to support the organization of the BPF in 2012.

She asked the BFUG members to approve these changes.

The WG’s Chair informed the BFUG about the activity of the WG, including the setup of the new Information and Promotion Network during Austria’s chairing arrangements and the suggestions received at the last WG meeting in Vienna in May 2010. She stated that more feedback was expected from the BFUG members, mostly on to the BPF. She informed the audience about the inclusion on the agenda of the next International Openness WG meeting (28th of October 2010, Bucharest) of a discussion on the organization of the next BPF, based on a background paper prepared by Romania. 

She further explained that the WG had suggested a higher involvement of the non-EHEA countries in the preparation and organization of the BPF (the electronic consultation was seen as an important support in this respect). She also mentioned that no more than seven nominations of contact persons had been received. She stressed that the call was sent in the basis of the commitment expressed by the Second BPF participants (Vienna, 2010) and that only three of the received nominations had been from EHEA countries, namely: Austria, Norway and Poland.

In this context, the WG’s chair asked the BFUG whether to include the BFUG members as contact persons in the list and, in the event of a positive answer, to decide how to manage the cases where there are two or more representatives in the BFUG for the same country.

She further explained that because some of the EHEA Ministers had not attended the BPF (some had left before the BPF), there had been suggestions in the last WG meeting to find solutions to avoid repeating such situations. The WG proposed to split the Ministerial Conference or to interrupt it and to include the BPF in between. Luminita Nicolescu invited the BFUG members to express their opinions on this matter, as well as on the topic for the next BPF in Bucharest 2012.

EURASHE appreciated that the BPF should be placed before the Ministerial Conference.

Norway appreciated that the Conference and the Forum should be organized as a whole and that a more prominent and active role should be given to the Ministers in both events.

The Netherlands supported Norway’s proposal and indicated QA as a suggestion for the topic of the next BPF.

ENQA was in favour of considering the possibility of having the BPF just before the Conference and for questioning the non-EHEA guests about the topics of interest for them.   

European University Association (EUA) supported the idea that the events should be opened for international guests and international organizations.

UNESCO talked about the need for improved communication through the EHEA website, seen as an important support for mobile students.  

Belgium (the French Community) raised the issue of the organization of Forum's follow-up and proposed this issue to be discussed in the International Openness WG.

The European Commission thanked Romania for hosting the next Forum, appreciated that a preliminary discussion on how to organize the Ministerial Conference would be useful for clarifying how to combine it with the BPF and was supportive of the topic proposed by the Netherlands. 

ESU expressed its support for a wider consultation on the BPF topics and for paying the necessary attention to the envisaged outcome of the Forum, as well as to an increased stakeholders’ participation, which should be also reflected in the size of delegations, in order to include students’ representatives in all delegations of the invited countries. 

Germany supported the Romanian proposal on involving the non-EHEA countries more closely in preparation of the Forum. 

The Holy See suggested that the International Openness WG should prepare some input about whether in the future we should speak about the EHEA or about the Bologna Process and to link it with the further development of the website.

Magalie Soenen (Belgium, Flemish Community) briefed the participants on the launching of the new Information and Promotion Network in Vienna on the 28th of May 2010. Three Co-Chairs had been elected on this occasion: Hubert Dürrstein representing Austria, Heli Aru representing Estonia and Magalie Soenen representing the Flemish Community of Belgium. The Co-Chairs plus other two members (from Cyprus and Hungary) had formed the Steering Committee of the Network that had had a meeting in the beginning of July 2010 in Bucharest and had discussed the Work Programme (to be made available in September 2010). The speaker described the challenges the new Network is facing. She informed the audience on the decision to have three sub-groups within the Network: 

· on the development of an overview of all the Information and Promotion existing initiatives;

· on the contribution to the EHEA website (in cooperation with the Romanian Secretariat);

· on an expert meeting focusing on the promotion of EHEA.

She stated that the new Network would also deal with some of the questions already raised during this meeting, such as the issue of the "face" of the EHEA for the global world (introduced by UNESCO) or about the use of the logo (introduced by Germany).

The Chair concluded by noting the BFUG agreement on: 

· approving the updated ToR of the International Openness WG; 

· finding solutions for having the EHEA Ministers present at the BPF; 

· giving the opportunity for an initial input to the BPF thematic orientation to the colleagues from non-EHEA countries. 

9.7 Qualifications Frameworks
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The WG’s Chair (Sjur Bergan, CoE) informed the participants on the following matters:

· most countries seemed to be making reasonable progress in developing National Qualifications Frameworks (NQF), despite the fact that there are some areas of concern (the expectation is that the 47 EHEA countries would all have established their NQF and prepared it for self certification by 2012); 

· the manner of dealing at the moment with the QF issue. He mentioned that, beside the WG, also the national correspondents were important. He argued that they represented the link between policy development at European level and developments in the individual countries and asked whether the BFUG felt a need to endow this informal network of national correspondents with formal terms of reference.

· the next national correspondents meeting would take place on the 26th of October 2010 (followed by  the WG meeting on the 27th of October 2010). He appreciated that it would mark an important step in the cooperation with European Qualifications Framework for Lifelong Learning (EQF-LLL), as it would be the first meeting between the national correspondents under EHEA and the national contact points for the EQF-LLL;

· there are now more than 120 countries worldwide working at the moment on QF. He appreciated the topic of development of the QF to be more than an European issue and regarded it as an interesting topic for the next BPF;

· making the existing national structures work in practice is one of the important challenges faced within the Bologna Process. He noted the difficulty of this task that required, among others, transmitting good practice at national and institutional levels.
Montenegro presented to the BFUG the latest developments in the field of QF in Montenegro.

Spain and Greece apologized for the lack of data concerning QF from their countries. In addition, Greece informed that the following week, the law of NQF would pass through the Greek Parliament.

Malta supported the WG’s Chair idea of having the QF issue more present in 2012, by providing a special place for it in the context of the two major events (BPF and the Ministerial Conference). 

The Czech Republic’s representative reminded that there are other issues higher on the political agenda besides QF, such as recognition. The Czech representatives proposed recognition as a topic for the next BPF.

In the end, the WG’s Chair asked the participants to double-check that their national correspondents representatives would be present at their meeting on the 26th of October 2010. 

9.8  Transparency Tools
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The BFUG Chair announced that the Directors General of Higher Education (DGHE) meeting would take place on 13-14 September, in Namur (Belgium) and would be focused on the same issue of transparency. 

The WG’s Chair, Noël Vercruysse (Belgium, Flemish Community) presented the main tasks of the WG and mentioned the main activities of the WG that had been held or were scheduled for 2010.

Concerning the next WG meeting that would be held on the 11th of October 2010, the WG’s Chair announced the main agenda topics. He mentioned, amongst others, the idea of organizing a mini-seminar on transparency tools (possibly during the Polish EU Presidency) and appreciated that the WG would probably need to have two meetings in 2011 in order to conclude its work.
The main issues approached during the respective debate were:

· aspects related to the scheduling of the mini-seminar (Poland pointed out that in almost the same period there would probably be a DGHE meeting held in Krakow and Chantal Kaufmann, mentioned that - if it would not be possible to organize the mini-seminar in Poland - Belgium can host it; Croatia asked for possibly opening the seminar to the wider public);

· the need to provide additional information concerning transparency tools (ESU, Czech Republic) and that the WG should be more focused on monitoring what the developments are, in line with the WG’s ToR (ESU).

The WG’s Chair underlined that a page on the EHEA website on transparency tools would be welcome, having in mind the many interesting documents on the issue of transparency received from various institutions. He added that a possible format of the mini-seminar would be to invite experts to react to the developments under this thematic area.  
9.9 RPL Network 
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Ann McVie (Scotland) briefed the BFUG about:

· the outcomes of the last seminar held on RPL in February in Brussels;

· the proposal for an RPL network starting from the NESSIE model. This network is open to nominations from BFUG members. Ann McVie remarked that the Network expected practitioners involved in RPL development and/or implementation at the national or institutional level and not necessarily BFUG national representatives; 

· specific Network tasks;

· taking into account the already expressed interest of three countries with experience on the development of RPL (Scotland, Ireland, the Netherlands), a Co-Chairmanship is being considered.

In the subsequent debate the following points were mainly raised:

· general support for the proposal (ESU, EURASHE, EI, France, CoE, Latvia);

· suggestions for the Network to work also on: the links between recognition (as specified in the LRC) and recognition of prior learning; cross-border RPL (ESU, France);

· the need to involve staff and students in the RPL process (EI);

· suggestions to include in the ToR the need for liaising with the QF WG (France, Latvia), Recognition (Latvia), as well as the obligation to report back to the BFUG (France).

The Chair noted the existing agreement on creating the RPL Network and on ToR (with the above mentioned minor adjustments). The BFUG charged the Network to stay in contact and to liaise with the other WGs that had been mentioned during the debates (mainly the QF WG and the WG on Recognition).

10. Brainstorming on additional working methods
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Ligia Deca presented the document and the process had led to it (the provisions from the Budapest-Vienna Declaration; the analysis on the already existing methods and tools; the main proposals identified for additional working methods). She invited the BFUG members to brainstorm on the additional working methods and, depending on the decided procedure, to send out to the Secretariat any written comments they may have.

The Chair expressed her support for the study visits method.

Most of the speakers that followed expressed their appreciations for the initiative of the Secretariat and for the proposal.

The Netherlands drew the attention of the participants to the so called “Tuning Project”, as an additional working method (in such a project, academic staff across borders are discussing ways to asses learning outcomes).  

Hungary said that key players in the Bologna Process, such as students and HE Institutions, should try to create a database on courses at higher education institutions(HEI). Such a tool would facilitate students' mobility, increase the transparency of the EHEA and foster QA. The speaker expressed his country's willingness to do the first steps towards this direction, under the Hungarian EU Presidency.

Austria suggested consulting the European Commission on the extension of the EU study-visit programme to the Higher Education Area.

Poland expressed its strong support for point seven of the draft document, which refers to strengthening the link between BFUG representatives and Bologna Experts, at the national level.

Finland expressed its general interest for looking into new ways of deepening the implementation of the Bologna Process (as Norway also stated). Particularly, they would be interested in EHEA peer-learning activities. She motivated their suggestion by the possibility to work on different levels (governments and HEI); she concluded that it was a good way to share good-practices around Europe.

ESU asked for:

· the extension of the ideas presented in the background document to the grassroots level (student-unions, local institutions, etc);

· the diversification of the EHEA website with respect to the working methods presented to the wider audience; 

· an extended use of a database outlining what working methods are used by each BFUG member.

The CoE's representative expressed his support for ESU's position concerning the work needed to be done at the grassroots. He appreciated that the BFUG should go even further with exploring possible working methods that could help the different institutions involved in building the EHEA further. The speaker asked for coaching measures targeted at the EHEA HEI and, in this respect, proposed to set up “task-forces” in order to help academic communities to understand and implement the EHEA action lines. 

Italy suggested having a contact-person in HEI (with the task of disseminating information from the national level and sending feedback to the national level). She further suggested a similar approach for student representatives in institutions.

Slovenia proposed that the Secretariat should prepare a matrix (with regard to the countries interested on different working methods) for study visits, peer learning, job-shadowing/ coaching and internships. Slovenia also mentioned its support to increasing the link between the research community working on Bologna Process implementation and the BFUG, but doubted the feasibility of the selection method described in the background paper. Finally, she also supported the approach of moving towards the institutional implementation and finding suitable working methods for this level.

Noël Vercruysse (Belgium, Flemish Community) made the following comments: 

· he supported the idea of PLA, which was up to some extent connected with the study visits in the EU context;

· he expressed the need for better interaction with the HE Research Community.

The European Commission representative welcomed the initiative of listing alternative working methods, but raised concerns regarding the clarification of the necessary budget. She supported the idea of peer learning, but also warned on the need to look for synergies with the existing EU schemes, in order to avoid duplication. She appreciated that the presence of the BFUG members at the Bologna Experts trainings was not necessarily a good idea. Further on, she informed the audience that the European Commission is launching a study on the national impact of the Bologna Experts in early 2011. This study would be a starting point for decisions on the strategy to adopt after 2013. The results would be made available in mid 2012.

Germany invited the audience to find ways to promote the endorsed alternative methods, others than relying solely on the support of the European Commission. He admitted there could be a lot of queries on the practical aspects of the alternative working methods.

Croatia, given its special situation as an accession country, raised the issue of specific funding methods for non-EU countries. Further on, the Croatian representative expressed its country's strong support for the idea of publishing scholars’ work on Bologna Process implementation on EHEA website.

EUA asked for a systematic overview of the already existing working methods, to be developed through updated reports of the BFUG members. This would be an important step to learn from what already happened across the EHEA.   

At the end of this point, Ligia Deca (Head of the Bologna Secretariat) concluded as follows:

· the Secretariat would try to create a matrix with the additional working  methods used/financed or willing to be used/financed by each EHEA member as suggested by Slovenia;

· some of the working methods presented in the paper would be further detailed. The Secretariat would consider the input of focusing more on the institutional level, but that should be a joint undertaking and, in this respect, EUA and EURASHE would be asked to assist in building an overview of the already existing institutional working methods on Bologna implementation; 

· the Secretariat took note of the fact that not all the BFUG members would be invited to the Bologna Experts activities / trainings. However, some BFUG representatives could contribute as speakers;

· the Secretariat took note and would consider the specificity of the non-EU countries in their access to funding in the process of redrafting the additional working methods paper;

· the Secretariat would provide the BFUG with a revised paper for its March meeting.

11. Information on ECTS and Diploma Supplement by the European Commission
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12. Updates from EC, consultative members, EQAR (written contributions)
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As there were no questions (just brief announcements made by UNESCO, ESU and EURASHE regarding events on the topic of quality assurance), the Chair ended this point by thanking the EQAR Director for his presence. 

13. Next BFUG meeting, Hungary (Budapest), 17-18 March 2011


[image: image27]
14. Any other business

1. The Chair announced that Myrna Smitt (Sweden) would leave from her position as a BFUG member, due to her retirement. The Chair presented Myrna with the best wishes on behalf of the entire BFUG.

2. The European Commission representative announced that two other colleagues who had been active BFUG delegates would leave: Christian Tauch and Barbara Nolan. 

3. Italy presented the international seminar “The European Higher Education Area: Proposals for the Future” that would be organized in Bologna on the 15th of September 2010. 

4. The Vice-Chair (Adrian Curaj, Romania) thanked the Secretariat and the Flemish organizers.

Finally, the Chair congratulated the hosts for their work and closed the meeting.
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The chairing distribution was agreed as follows:


Noël Vercruysse: during the morning of 24th of August;


Rezarta Godo: during the afternoon of 24th of August;


Chantal Kaufmann: during the agenda points on 25th of August.





Main points outlined below:


the Chair introduced the Belgian EU Presidency’s priorities in the field of higher education (HE);


Rezarta Godo (Albania) presented the latest developments and reforms undertaken by the Albanian authorities in the field of HE





The agenda was adopted.





The outcome of proceedings was adopted.





Main points of the discussion and conclusions outlined below:


the Secretariat’s ToR were endorsed with the amendment regarding the Secretariat’s role in organizing the 2012 Ministerial Conference.


concerning the draft paper on BFUG decision-making and communication procedures the BFUG members were asked to submit to the Secretariat written suggestions within one month. The redrafted version, written by the Secretariat, will be presented for a BFUG approval during the 2011 March meeting;


with regard to the new EHEA website, the future steps that need to be undertaken in order to accommodate the various points of view expressed during the related debate, were: 


seeing what the BFUG wants to adopt as additional working methods within the EHEA;


involving all BFUG members in making the website more relevant and oriented towards the main target groups. 





Austria thanked the former Bologna Secretariat, provided by Benelux countries, for their support, made a few remarks about the students’ protests around the Ministerial Conference and promised that it would offer help and assistance for the Romanian delegation to benefit from Austria’s experience in organising such events.





Main points of the discussion outlined below:


it would be important to have all EHEA Ministers present within the next BPF;


additional feedback was asked to be sent to the Secretariat by September 17th, 2010;


Romania is currently exploring the possibility to organise an event dedicated to the researchers on the Bologna Process, able to provide some new ideas and inputs for the Ministerial Conference and the BPF. 





Main points of the discussion and conclusions outlined below:


there were three options presented (two of them as in the draft document prepared by the Secretariat and a third one sent by France not long before the meeting that proposed adding French and German languages to the first option);


during the lengthy debate as consensus could not be meet, it was concluded:


to have internal discussions regarding the current Ministerial Conference language regime in each country;


to invite the Chairs and the Bologna Secretariat to draft a revised paper, which would be the basis for discussion in the next BFUG meeting;


there was no agreement to ask the Ministers for a formal statement on the matter before the Ministerial Conference in Bucharest;


the paper would be redrafted in light of the discussions, sent to the BFUG members that would consult their respective organizations or country authorities, and then come back on March 2011 and have a discussion on what to be put forward to the Ministers, while the Bucharest Ministerial Conference would remain under the regime of the Stockholm rules. 


a formal written position from each delegation should not be asked, but there should be orally expressed preferences during the next BFUG meeting on the suitability of the Stockholm rules and their preferences after internal consultations; 


it was also suggested:


first to ask whether the dissatisfaction with Stockholm rules is shared;


for the use of different languages more arguments would be needed. 





At the request of Luxembourg, Hungary and Italy, the BFUG decided to postpone this point for its next meeting in Budapest.





Conclusions outlined below:


the new Work Plan would include, under the Education, research and innovation chapter, the PLA-seminar led by Denmark and the Recognition of Prior Learning (RPL) ToR; 


the document was adopted with the additions formulated during the debate.





Main points of the discussion outlined below:


the printed document covered only the qualitative indicators and not the quantitative ones (that would be discussed during the next meeting of the WG on Reporting (November 16th, 2010, in Luxembourg);


one of the challenges is to find out whether the questionnaire (that had been simplified) was correctly formulated and properly understood for the pre-testing phase soon to follow;


in Spring 2011, the BFUG members would receive a first outlook of the report;


participants advanced suggestions, comments or questions related to the questionnaire, concerning: overlaps, missing questions, definitions that should be inserted, needed clarifications, technical improvements, risks of errors and actions to counteract them; 


it was stressed the role of BFUG national representative as main responsible for of keeping an overview on the coherence and reliability of the answers to all parts of the questionnaire.





Main points outlined below:


the Chair of the Mobility WG introduced the topic regarding the distinction between EHEA and EU benchmark on mobility and stressed on the 30th of September 2010 deadline for the answers on the mobility questionnaire;


a debate followed and during it the Chair of the WG agreed to amend the Preliminary Remarks section of the questionnaire so that it is made clear that BFUG, in the ToR for the Mobility WG, called for the drafting of an EHEA strategy on mobility. 





Main points outlined below:


the Chair of the Recognition WG introduced the main items of the report;


various opinions were expressed during the discussion that followed. 





The WG’s Chair (Rafael Bonete, Spain) informed the BFUG that the meeting scheduled on the 26th of April 2010 had been postponed and the WG held its first meeting on the 20th of May 2010. He briefed the participants on the main results of that meeting.





He also mentioned that the Group would have its next meeting in the first half of 2011, followed by another one in September 2011.





Main points outlined below:


the Co-Chair of the Network, Brian Power, introduced the latest developments related to the activities of this Network;


a discussion followed and the Co-Chair clarified the issues raised by BFUG members concerning the Network’s report. 





Main points and conclusions outlined below:


the WG’s Chair informed the BFUG members on: 


the takeover of the WG chairing from the Austrian to the Romanian delegation, starting with the 1st of July 2010;


the changes operated during the last WG in the ToR (that were adopted with these changes); 


the changes occurred in the WG’s Work Plan;


the main points on the recent and forthcoming activity of the WG, including the setup of the new Information and Promotion Network (participants were also briefed on the related launching event in Vienna on the 28th of May 2010 and on the elected Steering Committee, the Work Programme and the sub-groups); 


it was noted the BFUG agreement on: 


finding solutions for having the EHEA Ministers present at the BPF; 


giving the opportunity for an initial input to the BPF thematic orientation to the colleagues from non-EHEA countries. 





Main points of the discussion outlined below:


the WG’s Chair informed the BFUG members on: the progress made in this field and the world wide policy attention to this issue; the importance of national correspondents and the role of the existing national related structures; the next national correspondents and national LLL-EQF contact points meeting, on the 26th of October 2010 (followed by  the WG meeting on the 27th of October 2010);


recognition and QF were proposed as a topic for the next BPF.  





Main points of the discussion outlined below:


the Directors General of Higher Education (DGHE) meeting would take place on 13-14 September, in Namur (Belgium) focusing on the issue of transparency; 


the WG’s Chair presented the main tasks of the WG and mentioned the main activities of the WG that had been held or were scheduled for 2010:


next meeting would be held on the 11th of October 2010; 


the idea of organizing a mini-seminar on transparency tools (possibly during the Polish EU Presidency); 


the WG would probably need to have two meetings in 2011 in order to conclude its work;


a debate followed and the WG’s Chair underlined that:


a page on the EHEA website on transparency tools would be welcome;


a possible format of the mini-seminar would be to invite experts to react to the developments under this thematic area.  





Main points and conclusions outlined below:


Ann McVie (Scotland) briefed the BFUG on the background of the RPL issue (within the frame of the Bologna Process);


a debate followed and at its end the Chair noted the existing agreement on creating the RPL Network and on ToR (with the minor adjustments resulted in the debate);


the BFUG charged the Network to stay in contact and to liaise with the other WGs (mainly the QF WG and the WG on Recognition).





Main points and conclusions outlined below:


the head of Bologna Secretariat introduced the document and the process that had led to it;


during the brainstorming that followed various opinions were expressed on additional working methods including: proposals for new methods; development of cooperation and information activities meant to support the documents approach; warnings and concerns on the possible obstacles and risks;


it was announced that the European Commission is launching a study on the national impact of the Bologna Experts in early 2011 (results would be made available in mid 2012);


a systematic overview of the already existing working methods was asked for, to be developed through updated reports of the BFUG members; 


it was concluded that:


the Secretariat would try to create a matrix with the additional working  methods used/financed or willing to be used/financed by each EHEA member;


some of the working methods presented in the paper would be further detailed while  focusing more on the institutional level based on a joint undertaking (EUA and EURASHE would be asked to assist in building an overview of the already existing institutional working methods on Bologna implementation); 


not all the BFUG members would be invited to the Bologna Experts activities / trainings. However, some BFUG representatives could contribute as speakers;


the Secretariat took note and would consider the specificity of the non-EU countries in their access to funding in the process of redrafting the additional working methods paper;


the Secretariat would provide the BFUG with a revised paper for its March meeting.








EQAR briefed the participants on the following facts:


EQAR was already fully operational; 


from the expected 47 Bologna Process’ members, only 26 joined EQAR up to that moment. He encouraged all EHEA members to become EQAR General Assembly members, even if the national quality assurance agency(ies) was/ were not yet listed within EQAR.





The Hungarian representative briefed the BFUG members as follows:


the draft Agenda of the meeting was not ready up to that moment, but would be communicated in due time; 


a similar organisation with the Alden Biesen meeting was foreseen (arrival on the 16th of March followed by two days of conference and leaving at noon, on the second day);


the Board meeting would take place on the 11th of February 2011 and would be organised by Andorra as Co-Chair.








The European Commission presented the already circulated paper, underlined the main unsatisfactory findings and asked the BFUG members to take note of these problems. Furthermore, the European Commission urged the BFUG members to involve national Bologna Experts in this issue, due to the need to use their expertise in the correct implementation of the ECTS and Diploma Supplement.


The Chair proposed that any possible comments are to be sent by email having in view the time constraints.
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Law on Higher Education

How it used to work in Albania…



How it worked





		First Cycle studies comprised 180 ECTS and lasted 3 years. Upon graduation, students were awarded the Diploma of First Level (DFL) in their field of study.





		Second Cycle studies comprised 120 ECTS and lasted 2 years. Second cycle integrated study programs in academic disciplines such as Medicine, Veterinary and Architecture incorporated no less than 300 ECTS and they lasted 5 years. Upon graduation, students are awarded a Diploma of Second Level (DSL) in the field of study or an Integrated Diploma of Second Level (IDSL) in integrated studies. 



	The Second Cycle also included a program of study which encompassed 60 credits and lasted one year. Upon completion, students obtain the First Level Master Diploma (FLMD) in the relevant field of study.





		Third Cycle studies were academic and research oriented. Upon completion of studies, graduates were awarded the Second Level Master Degree (SLMD) or Doctorate Degree (PhD).
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How it presently works – Amendments in place



		First Cycle studies comprise 180 ECTS and last 3 years. Upon graduation, students are awarded the Bachelor Degree.



		Second Cycle studies comprise two study programs: Master (professionally oriented), 90 ECTS and lasting 1.5 years, and Master  of Science, 120 ECTS and lasting 2 years.



		Third Cycle studies are academic and research oriented. Graduates are awarded the Doctorate Degree (PhD).





Amendmends also effect Higher  Education Institutions (13 public and 35 private) , including  Universities, Academies, Vocational Colleges, Graduate Schools and Inter-University Centres in the:



		Decision-making issues related to the establishment of structures and to the approval of study programmes;



	

		Reorganization of departments’ structures;



		Improvements in HEI’s staff and management policies, and enhancement of collaboration between authorities and collegial  bodies in public HEIs.



Amendments to Law on Higher Education
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Reforms in HE



		“Liberalisation” of admission quotas to the HEI. 



		Curricula reform at all levels of higher education, in line with the Bologna Process. 



		Reform of students’ admission to Higher Education (“Merit – Preference” principle).



		HEI Governance (institutional autonomy, self-governance, governing authorities, staff recruitment, collegial bodies, internal structures organization and academic, scientific and financial activity).



		Reform of scientific qualification procedures. 



		Development of Human Resources (“Brain Gain”, “Fund of Excellence”, etc.).
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		Further development of higher education system capacities to cope with an increase of student number up to 150.000 at HEI in 2013. 



		Quality assurance in education in compliance with European standards for Higher Education.



		Provide opportunities to increase the numbers of Albanian students enrolled in the three cycles study various programmes at foreign universities; the Excellence Fund and Brain Gain programmes shall be further implemented;



		Reform the funding system, introducing a model that provides real opportunities to progressively enhance private-public partnerships (PPP); private investments should cover 20% of the total funding in education.



		State universities governance so as they can become entirely public universities which can enjoy wider autonomy;



		Build modern university campuses in all public and private universities; universities shall be provided with the necessary grounds (construction sites) to build these campuses;



		Expanding IT systems to support HEI study programmes and their management systems.



Reform track
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Mobility



		The establishment of exchange and mobility initiatives in the field of human resources is legally acknowledged. The Law on Higher Education provides that the HEIs and the research units therein, are entitled “to enter into agreements with the Government or other organizations, for research projects, training or qualification”. Further, they are also entitled “to cooperate with other institutions: universities, research institutions, public or private, cultural or economical ones”.





		Regarding the inter-sectoral and inter-disciplinary mobility, there are no obstacles to the mobility of researches and professors among universities, faculties, departments, and research institutions. 





		In Albania mobility cross-borders is encouraged through the different international conventions signed; bilateral or multi-lateral agreements among countries; inter-ministerial agreements; inter-university agreements; participation in the academic and research programmes, such as: FP7, ERASMUS MUNDUS, TEMPUS, NATO, as well as through the exchange of individual invitations for teaching and research.





		Other incentive programmes comprise the Brain Gain Programme and the Fund for Excellence. 





There has been governmental financial support for 550 new job positions at higher education and research institutions, in the framework of the mid-term plan (2008-2009) for the implementation of the Brain Gain Programme. In addition, in 2007 the Government implemented the Fund of Excellence Programme to support PhD studies for best Albanian researchers to fully or partially complete doctoral studies at foreign universities. During the period 2006-2007, 45 PhD students have been financially supported by this programme. Meanwhile, 82 Master and PhD graduates from foreign universities have been hired as assisting lecturers and professors at public and private higher education institutions, based on a merit-based open competition.

*
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Recognition





		The Ministry of Education and Science established a Diploma Recognition Unit in 2007 in response to the growing number of applications from Albanian returnees who had earned diplomas  overseas, but also from foreigners who wish to establish themselves in Albania, albeit still in small numbers.



		The Lisbon Convention guides the entire process and permeates all relevant Albanian laws and by-laws. Other complementary tools are the Explanatory report to Lisbon convention; Council of Europe/UNESCO Recommendations for the Recognition Criteria and Procedures; Council of Europe/UNESCO Code of Good Practice in the Provision of Transnational Education; Council of Europe/UNESCO Recommendations for the Recognition of International Access Qualifications, and Recommendations for the Recognition of Qualifications Held by Refugees. 



		In view of the international standards and practice in the field of recognition, the Albanian regulatory environment is fairly liberalized and flexible. However, as Albania is rather new to this field, it needs to prepare for global and comprehensive recognition. A new regulatory framework needs to be in place to allow for recognition of all levels of education and all types of qualifications, including academic and professional credentials. As the sub-laws of the Law on Regulated Professions are currently being developed, Directive 2005/36/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council will be transposed into domestic provisions.
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Social Dimension



There is a significant social dimension to the development of Higher Education (HE) in Albania. To provide for the actual implementation of this dimension, Albanian institutions adhere to the Council of Europe principle, that public higher education is a "public good" and represents a "public responsibility". We may refer to: 



		The liberalization of admission to universities, which has led to increased enrolments in public HEIs, contributing to attainment of European standards in the field. In the  academic year 2009-2010, the student body counted 120,000 members, estimated to grow to about 150,000 in the next 2-3 years, in further approximation to the European  student/population ratio. 



		Registration and tuition fees for students in public higher education allow for affordable education for all.



		Tuition fees have been removed for certain categories (people with disabilities, students from low  income families , Roma community , etc.).



		Scholarships are available for low income and excellent students, across all universities in the country, public and private. 



		The establishment of the Excellence Fund, providing scholarships for excellent students pursuing  Master and PHD studies in prestigious universities. 
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Qualifications framework 









		The Law on the Albanian Qualifications Framework, No.10247, was approved by the Parliament on 04.03.2010.



	It is fully compatible with EQF



		The AQF is a national system that serves to place the Albanian qualifications into an 8 level structure. These levels measure the learners’ achievement in any education and training area and are underpinned by identical principles for all forms of education and training in the country.



		The AQF levels enable the comparison of the students’ and trainees’ qualifications given the same benchmarking base; in life, any form of education can be transferred from one level to another within a certain profile leading to vertical and horizontal mobility of learners in education and training. 

		AQF will enable comparability and recognition for people with Albanian qualifications working abroad and people in the Albanian labour market who have qualifications acquired abroad.



		Furthermore, the AQF structure (eight levels) is designed to serve as a reference point for coordinating the curricula development, learning, assessment, inspection and certification; to clarify the relation between different types of qualifications; to set rules for the standards and design of qualifications and to raise the status of the vocational qualifications in relation to the academic qualifications.
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Transparency mechanism

		The monitoring and assessment mechanisms for education institutions consist of: 

		The internal assessment units ensuring quality at higher education institutions; 

		The Public Agency for the Accreditation of Higher Education (PAAHE) and the Accreditation Council (AC); 

		The National Council for Higher Education and Science (CHES); 

		The Ministry of Education and Science.





		Institutional autonomy and self-governance have improved in terms of electing governing authorities, staff recruitment, internal structures organization and academic, scientific and financial activity. 





		Scientific qualification procedures underwent considerable reforms. Better qualitative criteria, more efficient procedures, and better qualified structures are employed to assess scientific and academic indicators when conferring an academic degree/title.





		Public higher education institutions operate on the bases of the financial autonomy principle. 













Pursuant to Article 73, they are financed by: a) Transfers from the State Budget; b) Income generated by the public higher education institutions;  c) Other dedicated sources. The revenues generated by public higher education institutions are used by them; the outstanding amount is carried over to the following year.

*
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Transparency mechanisms (2)



		Programs of studies, which undergo the review and consultation by the Academic Senate of HEIs, now may be launched upon approval of the Minister of Education and Science (previously they had to get the approval of the Council of Ministers).





		New programs of studies and establishment of new private HEIs have to be accredited by two key institutions,  Public Agency for Higher Education Accreditation and National Council of Accreditation. The Minister of Education cannot draw any decision which is different from either .





		Each HEI has to publish an annual report on their activity aiming at uncensoring information; furthermore university leaders have to be made accountable in open-door meetings organized either by the Senate or the Council of Faculty. 





		 For transparency and monitoring purposes information flow matters. Frequent “information days” are organised  by HEIs so as to disseminate information on different academic and research programs;  



	(SEE-ERA.NET, WESTERABALKAN+, SEE-ERA.NET PLUS, WBCINCO.NET, NET4SOCIETY, TEMPUS, etc.) 
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Presentation of the European Higher Education Area website















Purposes of the website

Providing information for the stakeholders of the EHEA;

Providing the means of communication to ensure the EHEA openness towards a global audience;

Maintaining a well-structured archive of all the Bologna Process/ EHEA relevant existent information;

Providing an accessible management platform for the work of the BFUG and BFUG substructures.













Changes operated for the new website (1)



The website is a comprehensive / neutral one from the geographical point of view;

BFUG members will be able to edit their profile;

All WGs and Networks will have the opportunity to post content on the website;









All the documents from the previous websites of the Bologna Process will be archived on the new website;

For the update of the BFUG calendar, an electronic template for events will be available online;

The main menu has been restructured, for a more intuitive browsing of the website;





Changes operated for the new website (2)





The events tab;

Backoffice: tool designed particularly for the different needs of specific user groups;

The BFUG Work Programme is updated;

RSS;

Tagcloud;

Useful links;

Sitemap;

Press material.







Changes operated for the new website (3)





Calendar of Events: 

The gridline calendar will be present on the first page;

The new website has a set of 5 categories of events;

Bologna Archive: all the Bologna seminars that were available on the previous sites of the consecutive Bologna Secretariats (since 2003);

Tools box, including also the posibility to share on almost 300 social networks;

Search function.









Changes operated for the new website (4)





Main tools incorporated in the website (1)

Tag Cloud -  based on frequent search and article description made by the secretariat;



The FAQs section available;



The Glossary available, including the most frequently asked acronyms;









A useful Search option available on the website;



Well-structured information, on the main thematic areas;



A Really Simple Syndication (RSS) option, used to publish frequently updated works in a standardized format;





Main tools incorporated in the website (2)





The archive is structured in an accessible and easily viewable manner;



A complex and yet user-friendly backoffice designed particularly for the various user categories: 

BFUG members;

BFUG substructures;

Bologna Secretariat;





Main tools incorporated in the website (3)





How to use the website



For the backoffice and also for the public editable content, use the tutorials provided;

Use the username and password provided by the Bologna Secretariat and for any other questions or problems regarding the website, do not hesitate to contact us;









Thank you for your attention!
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Network of Experts on Student Support in Europe

BFUG Meeting, Alden Biesen

24/25 August 2010



Brian Power, Department of Education and Skills

Ireland







Terms of Reference

		Terms of reference for a number of Bologna Working Groups being reviewed

		Context - Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué

		Opportunity to re-examine the purpose and objectives of the network

		Review specific tasks to implement those objectives  









Conference of Ministers, April 2009

		Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué states that:



	

“…mobility policies shall be based on a range of practical measures pertaining to the funding of mobility, recognition, available infrastructure, visa and work permit regulations. Flexible study paths and active information policies, full recognition of study achievements, study support and the full portability of grants and loans are necessary requirements…”



Par 19, Mobility, Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué 







Conference of Ministers, April 2009

		The Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué also requires that:



	“…mobility should also lead to a more balanced flow of incoming and outgoing students across the European Higher Education Area and we aim for an improved participation rate from diverse student groups…”







Current Terms of Reference

		Purpose: 



	“Offering practical solutions for countries to implement portable student support, including the organisation to address obstacles.”

		More specific ToR required, reflecting development of the network









Suggested Purpose/Objectives

		With reference to Paragraph 19 of the Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué, to promote the portability of grants and loans in order to facilitate greater mobility of students across the European Higher Education Area

		To support the related objectives of achieving more balanced flows of incoming and outgoing students across the European Higher Education Area and an improved participation rate from diverse student groups









Suggested Purpose/Objectives

		To offer practical solutions for member countries in implementing schemes of portable student support

		To share information on developments in relation to the portability of student grants and loans in order to ensure balanced and sustainable mechanisms to support the mobility of students

		To raise issues of common concern in relation to the portability of student supports









Specific Tasks

		Current Tasks:



Data Exchange

Database

		Need to continue/develop existing work

		Recognise the enormous value of existing informal information sharing

		European grants and loans query response mechanism









Specific Tasks

		Aim for an improved participation rate from diverse student groups – Communiqué





		Liaise with Social Dimension Working Group to examine how the portability of student grants and loans might facilitate greater mobility of diverse student groups









Network Structure

		Joint Chairs (currently Austria, Denmark and Ireland)

		Structure network tasks

		Facilitate work largely through e-mail contact

		Periodic chair meetings

		Annual network meeting 

		Issues meetings

		Reporting to BFUG
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			Outline				

		Preliminary information

		BE PCD priorities

		BE PCD calendar

		Thematic Conferences
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Work in progress
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A. BE Priorities (1)

Vocational Education and Training – stocktaking of the Copenhagen Process - Future of the EU cooperation in VET



Conference “quality and transparency as an interface between VET, schools and HE to enhance mobility and to support easier pathways to LLL”- Brugge 6 Dec.2010



Informal Council of Education & Training Ministers

	7 Dec. 2010 Brugge - Brugge Communique
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Copenhagen process

5 priorities for the future (2020)

Quality assurance: common criteria for all 

	E & T levels (VET, Hen, school education, incl. Recognition of Prior Learning)

Permeability between VET, HE and general education

Enhance the relevance of VET towards (changing) labour market needs

Partnerships with SP, stakeholders, civil society

Improve the communication to a wider public
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“Schools for the 21st century”



European cooperation at the level of school education building on

FR PCD: council conclusions

SE PCD: meeting DG schools

	BE PCD council conclusions : focus on basic skills acquisition





A. BE Priorities (2)
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Sustainable development

3rd pilar in the EU 2020 strategy: “ towards a greener networking economy”

Ecological dimension = is not highlighted in “the strategic framework for European cooperation for education and training 2020”

E&T play an important role in transition towards a more sustainable knowledge economy 

Innovation & research



		NEED for change of mind set - mentality



“Youth on the move” 

	COM flagship initiative EU 2020

	Action under BE PCD depending on the Commission’s rolling agenda: publication of the recommendation on Learning Mobility and the YoM package as a whole



A. BE Priorities (3&4)
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B. Other BE topics



1. Higher Education

-  	DG HE (Sept), BFUG (Aug)

Proceeding on the Agenda for modernising HE 

Streamlining Bologna process with strategic framework



2. High Level Group

				Brussels, Flemish Parliament, 25th June

Follow-up to the European Council of 18 June on Europe 2020

State of play of the implementation of the ET2020 Strategic Framework with a focus on specific outputs 

Commission Communication on a "A New Impetus for European Cooperation in Vocational Education and Training to support the Europe 2020 Strategy"



*
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C. Conferences (1)



Breaking the cycle of disadvantage – social inclusion in and through education

Gent, Sept 2010

Themes: LLL & social inclusion, citizenship, EC report “critical factors for the implementation of LLL strategies”, groups at risks for exclusion, preschool education. – focus on adult education



2.  Challenges for European and international learning mobility

- 	Antwerpen, October 2010

Outcomes of the Green Paper consultation on promoting the learning mobility of young people and the Youth on the Move initiative







*
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C. Conferences (2)

3. 	Quality and transparency as an interface between VET, schools and HE to enhance mobility and to support easier pathways to LLL

 	December 2010, Brugge



	better coordination of initiatives and policy instruments for quality, transparency and recognition of learning outcomes



Bologna & Copenhagen



Increase mobility by easier qualifications recognition
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C. Conferences (3)

4. DG Schools meeting

	8 July 2010, Brussels. Radisson Blu Royal Hotel



The meeting will focus on two themes :

  - assessment of key competences

  - induction programmes for beginning teachers



5. Ministerial seminar compulsory education

	9 July 2010, Brussels. Radisson Blu Royal Hotel



The seminar will focus on two themes :

  - acquisition of basic skills in reading, mathematics and sciences 

  - situation on the early school leavers
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C. Conferences (4)

6. DG Higher Education meeting

	13-14 September 2010, Namur

		Focus on developing and rolling out multidimensional transparency tools

		Bologna process

		Outcomes of the independent review of the Budapest/Vienna Ministerial Declaration





7. DG VET meeting

	20-21 September 2010, Genval



8. Synerjob conference: Public Employment Services Vision for 2020

	1 December 2010, Namur
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Who’s who E&T(1)

Dept. International Relations 

Flemish Ministry

Micheline Scheys – Secretary General 



Natalie Verstraete - Head of International Relations Unit	



EU PCD Team 

Jill Everaerdt - project leader		+32 2 553 98 09

council wp chair			  	jill.everaerdt@ond.vlaanderen.be



Jelle Reynaert – attaché 			+32 2 553 98 75

Perm Rep & council wp co-chair		jelle.reynaert@ond.vlaanderen.be

				



- High Level Group EU policies in E&T – Brussel 

- Informal EU Education Committee Meeting – Oostende

- Social Inclusion Seminar - Gent

- Formal Council 
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Who’s who E&T(2)





Dieter Coussée – policy advisor		+32 2 553 98 78

						dieter.coussee@ond.vlaanderen.be



-VET seminar – Brugge

-Informal Council – Brugge

-VET council conclusions



Marianne Van Lancker - policy advisor 	+32 2 553 98 97

					          marianne.vanlancker@ond.vlaanderen.be

-Mobility conference – Antwerpen 	

-Education for Sustainable Development council conclusions





Communication				+32 2 553 98 88

Júlia Bucz				julia.bucz@ond.vlaanderen.be

General Info & Logistics			+32 2 553 98 62

Kurt Callaert				educ.presidency@vlaanderen.be
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Who’s who E&T(3)

French Speaking Community

David Royaux – attaché 			+32 2 233 03 15

Perm Representation 		 	david.royaux@diplobel.fed.be

Etienne Gilliard - Director				

Dominique Denis – policy advisor 		+32 2 413 21 76

						dominique.denis@cfwb.be

Ismail Gulbas- policy advisor 		+32 2 690 80 66 

						ismail.gulbas@cfwb.be

DG Schools Meeting 				

DG Higher Education

Ministerial Meeting Schools for 21st Century



German Speaking Community

Verena Greten – Head of Unit		+32 87 59 64 78

						verena.greten@dgov.be

Xavier Kalbusch – Perm Representation	+32 2 233 03 74						          	xavier.kalbusch@diplobel.fed.be

Meeting of the LLP NAs
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