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BFUG DECISION MAKING AND COMMUNICATION PROCEDURES

BFUG MEMBERS FEEDBACK OVERVIEW

	Comments received by 13 January 2011: Belgium; Bulgaria, Denmark; Germany; The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM); Netherlands; Norway; Poland; Slovenia; Spain; Sweden; UK, Scotland/UK ; Council of Europe (CoE); 

	GENERAL REMARKS: 

Germany:

In response to your document on the paper on decision making and communication procedures, I would like to recall that both in the London communiqué and the Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve communiqué the present “light touch” system of the Bologna process was supported. In order to keep flexible we should therefore take care not to introduce more rules than necessary and we should also pay attention not to create too many groups, networks, and “substructure”.

Netherlands:

We should avoid to drift into procedures rather than in communicating on quality and recognition of our higher education and innovation and mobility, how to further that.
Only define the role of the Board. There is no need for further elaboration of working methods. It is good that the current working methods are documented.
All sections of the document could be endorsed as “this is it” (taken that the minor details indicated above are included, and even without those minor details being amended).
Norway:

As a general comment, we would like to stress the fact that the strength of the Bologna Process and the working method of the BFUG is the openness, the flexibility and the informality of the process. While we naturally support having clear and transparent procedures for the process and for the BFUG, it is, in our opinion, also of vital importance to keep the flexibility and the openness of the process, and consequently we are a bit concerned about not “overregulating” the work and the process in such a document.
Sweden:

Perhaps we should also remember when the documentation of the Bologna Process was done by rapporteurs (Lourtie and Zgaga, 2000 for instance) instead of a Secretariat (just to bring into the description of the history). As you can find out from our comments below, we basically prefer a flexible way to rule the process. But that, of course, has to be discussed in the light of resources etc.
Bulgaria, Poland

Agreeing with the present document

	Historical overview of the BFUG structures
	

	In 2005, Education International Pan-European structure (EI), ENQA and UNICE (now BUSINESSEUROPE) were accepted as additional consultative members of the Bologna Follow-up Group.”
	CoE:

Comment: A point about the modification of the chairing arrangements (introduction of Co-Chairs as of July 2010) should be made here or at least a brief reference should be inserted here to refer to the discussion alter in the document.

	BFUG - role and composition


	

	[…] The current eight BFUG consultative members are: Council of Europe (CoE), UNESCO Centre for Higher Education (UNESCO CEPES), European University Association (EUA), European Association of Institutions of Higher Education (EURASHE), European Students’ Union (ESU), European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education (ENQA), Education International (EI) and BUSINESS EUROPE.
	CoE:

Comment: With the redefinition of the mandate of CEPES and the pending redefinition of its status within the UNESCO system, it is de facto now UNESCO rather than UNESCVO/CEPES which fulfils this role.  This has been considered a de facto consequence of the changes regarding CEPES; if terms of reference  for the BFUG are established, the change needs to be reflected in these. 

	The functioning of the BFUG meetings
	

	[…] Each EHEA member and consultative member sends a maximum of 2 representatives to the BFUG meetings. Any exceptions to this rule have to be authorized, on a case by case basis, by the BFUG Co-Chairs. 
	CoE:

Comment: Not sure this actually functions in practice, if it does not, the point should perhaps be reinforced.

	On every agenda point, each BFUG delegation is invited to express the position of the country, institution or organization in question on the respective matter. 
	CoE:

On every agenda point, each BFUG delegation is invited to express the position of the country, institution or organization in question on the respective matter. In case more than one member attends on behalf of a delegation, the delegation decides who votes on its behalf and should make this clear to the Secretariat prior to every meeting, with the meeting registration.

Comment: Experience shows that a number of delegations fail to consult sufficiently with their own decision making authorities and are consequently unable to express official positions inadequately. This point may need to be made either here or in another appropriate place in the document.

	The meeting’s documents should be circulated by the Bologna Secretariat at least fourteen days prior to the meeting, after being endorsed by the Chairs and Vice-Chairs of the EHEA and by the BFUG working groups/ networks Chairs (where appropriate).


	Slovenia:

The meeting’s documents should be circulated by the Bologna Secretariat at least fourteen days prior to the meeting, after being endorsed (organized if not prepared – but not just endorsed) by the Chairs and Vice-Chairs of the EHEA and by the BFUG working groups/ networks Chairs (where appropriate). 

Spain:

Comment: I will add “as a general rule” the meeting’s documents or something similar in order to avoid some conflicts in the near future.

I will add that all the proposals coming from a country (as the one coming from France in relation of the use of French in Ministerial Conferences) should also have to be sent as a general rule at least fourteen days prior to the meeting.

It is better to unify the voting procedures and make it very simple.

	[…] In order to interact with other policy areas, the BFUG will liaise with experts and policy makers from other fields, such as research, immigration, social security, employment etc as necessary.
	Slovenia:

In order to interact with other policy areas, the BFUG will liaise with experts and policy makers also from other fields, such as research, immigration, social security, employment etc as necessary.

Norway:

In order to interact with other policy areas, the BFUG will may liaise with experts and policy makers from other fields, such as research, immigration, social security, employment etc as necessary
Comment: We believe the word “may” should replace “will” as this should be done where deemed necessary.

	[…] The Chairs may call to order a speaker who departs from the subject under discussion. 
	Norway:

The sentence “The chairs may call to order a speaker who departs from the subject under a discussion” should be deleted. There should be no need to mention this in particular as this is part of the concept of chairing a meeting.

	[…] The BFUG Chairs guarantee the good preparation and conduct of BFUG and Board meetings, ensuring that different points of view may be expressed in the debate.
	Slovenia:

Comment: or all speakers have the opportunity to speak.


	The Chair should, on each agenda point, formulate a conclusion of the debate that reflects the discussion and, where a vote is needed, should formulate the alternatives on which the BFUG is invited to vote. The Chair also conduct the vote.  
	Belgium:

The Chairs should, on each agenda point, formulate a conclusion of the debate that reflects the discussion and, where a vote is needed, should formulate the alternatives on which the BFUG is invited to vote. The Chairs also conduct the vote.  

	The Chairs have the authority to invite experts/individuals to contribute to BFUG meetings under specific points for which they have the required expertise.  
	Slovenia

Comment: This sentence – does it talk about 1. experts being present at the meetings or does it refer to 2. speaking in the BFUG debate. If it refers to 1., then it should be written in the 4th paragraph of this chapter and they should be invited based on the co-chairs decisioin in consultation with the Board. If it refers to 2., then it needs to be explained better. The sentence could be as such for example: “The Chairs can also invite experts to participate in the BFUG discussion being they are present and have the relevant expertise for the topic under discussion.”

	In this task the Chairs are supported by the Bologna Secretariat. The Chairs can also suggest closing the speakers’ list for each agenda point. 
	Norway:

In this their task the Chairs are supported by the Bologna Secretariat. The Chairs can also suggest closing the speakers’ list for each agenda point. 

Comment:

The Secretariat supports, upon request, the Chairs in all aspects of chairing the BFUG meetings.

	[…] The BFUG members have the possibility to send amendments to the minutes, which will be taken into consideration by the BFUG Chairs in the process of finalizing the minutes. The final version of the minutes is adopted by the BFUG in the following meeting
	CoE:

The BFUG members have the possibility to send proposed amendments to the minutes, which will be taken into consideration by the BFUG Chairs in the process of finalizing the minutes. The final version of the minutes is adopted by the BFUG in the following meeting

	[…] They jointly represent the EHEA in European and international fora. The division of tasks between the Chairs will be decided in the beginning of the mandate by each pair of Chairs, with no obligation of maintaining the previous arrangement. 
	Slovenia:

They jointly represent the EHEA in European and international fora. The division of tasks between the Chairs will be decided in the beginning of the mandate by each pair of Chairs, with no obligation of maintaining the previous arrangement and inform the BFUG about it. 

	In the decision-making process the Chairs assume the task to lead the way towards compromise in cases of controversy, and to provide political impetus for moving the Bologna Process forward.
	Norway:

In the decision-making process the Chairs assume the task to lead the way towards compromise in all cases […]” as it is not only in cases of controversy compromise should be sought, but compromise and consensus should be strived at in all matters dealt with in the BFUG.

	BFUG Decision Making 
	

	[…] The voting systems have been defined for specific cases where a vote was deemed necessary and they remain in place as long as they are deemed appropriate by the BFUG. However, there is currently no clear procedure on which situations are regulated by a voting procedure or how a voting procedure comes into force or becomes obsolete. 
	Slovenia:

Comment: There is not necessarily anything wrong with that – rules can be different for different situations as long as BFUG finds it adequate



	[…] Eligible to vote: the European Commission (EC), with the exception of those bidding to host the event at the time (Benelux countries; Croatia; and the Slovak Republic). 
	CoE:

Eligible to vote: BFUG members (countries and the European Commission (EC)), with the exception of those bidding to host the event at the time (Benelux countries; Croatia; and the Slovak Republic). 

CoE:

Comment: I realize this may be a quote (though not presented as such) but we should get rid of the notion of “full members” – implying there is such a thing as “non-full” members – once and for all. The categories are members and consultative members.

	[…] Number of votes: two voting slips per country
: members may vote for up to three nominees on each voting slip. Only members of BFUG (country and the European Commission) may vote (i.e. not consultative members);
	CoE:

[…] Number of votes: two voting slips per country
: members may vote for up to three nominees on each voting slip. Only members of BFUG (countries and the European Commission) may vote (i.e. not consultative members); 

CoE:

Comment: See comment above.

	[…] Each member of the Bologna Process and represented in the BFUG will receive two voting slips and may vote for up to five nominees on each voting slip; 
	CoE:

Comment: Presumably meaning “present” since all herbs are in principle represented?

	[…] The different approach between voting systems mainly lies within the right of the candidate countries to vote or not. 
	CoE:

Comment: Would maybe prefer “countries presenting candidates”, since “candidate country”, though EU usage, has come to have a quite specific connotation.

	Thus, candidates have the right to vote in elections for the Board
 – which will no longer be needed with the new arrangements for Board membership following the co-chairing arrangements - and observers for the EQAR General Assembly, but not in votes on the venue of forthcoming monitorial meetings. 
	Norway:

Thus, candidates have the right to vote in elections for the Board
 – which will no longer be needed with the new arrangements for Board membership following the co-chairing arrangements - and observers for the EQAR General Assembly, but not in votes on the venue of forthcoming ministerial meetings. 

	[…] In this sense, a possible option would be keeping the current two votes per country, secret vote procedure, with the decision being taken with a majority of the votes cast.  The issue of reaching a quorum was not mentioned so far and perhaps it would be advisable to clarify this matter as well

	Slovenia:

In this sense, a possible option would be keeping the current two votes per country, secret vote procedure, with the decision being taken with a majority of the votes cast. If necessary, than yes.  The issue of reaching a quorum was not mentioned so far and perhaps it would be advisable to clarify this matter as well. It has not been an issue so far.  


	[…] In case of a tie, the Chairs and Vice-Chair of the BFUG could cast the decisive vote.  The Bologna Secretariat could aid in the voting procedure, with the possibility of the candidate BFUG members to delegate observers to the voting process.


	Netherlands:

In case of a tie, the Chairs and Vice-Chair of the BFUG could cast the decisive vote. The Bologna Secretariat could aid in the voting procedure, with the possibility of the candidate BFUG members of the BFUG to be delegated observers to the voting process designated as observers.
Comment: According to my memory there has never been a vote on a new candidate BFUG member and the opportunity with it for the candidate member to observe the voting procedure.
There has been the request to vote orally on a country membership of the EHEA/Bologna process during last ministerial meeting. The document is not intended to document ministerial meetings doings with candidate members of the Bologna Process/EHEA.

Slovenia:

In case of a tie, the Chairs and Vice-Chair of the BFUG could cast the decisive vote. No. The Bologna Secretariat could aid in the voting procedure, with the possibility of the candidate BFUG members to delegate observers to the voting process.



	BFUG Communication rules


	

	In the communication process, the BFUG Chairs are the main external representatives. They can delegate part of the external representation responsibilities to the Vice-Chairs, other BFUG members or the Bologna Secretariat.
	Slovenia

Comment: What is “the communication process”? 

	BFUG Board - role and composition
	

	If such a decision is taken by the BFUG, the Board’s Terms of Reference could be redrafted accordingly. 
	Slovenia:

Comment: Yes. 

	[…] The current members of the Board are:

· the EHEA Chairs double Trioika (the outgoing, present and incoming Chairs of the EHEA);
	Belgium & CoE:

The current members of the Board are:
· the EHEA Chairs double Troika (the outgoing, present and incoming Chairs of the EHEA);

	Board – functioning and communication rules


	

	The Board usually meets before each BFUG meeting. The host of the Board is normally one of the EHEA Chairs. 
	Netherlands

The Board usually meets 6 weeks before each BFUG meeting. The host of the Board is normally one of the EHEA Chairs. 

Comment: yes, but it is essential to indicate that it is 6 weeks before the BFUG meeting to be able to function as an assisting body in preparation of documents and decision and preparation of decisions by the BFUG.

	BFUG sub-structures
	

	[…] Working groups set up by the BFUG are in principle open to participation from all EHEA countries, the European Commission and the consultative members but also need to be of a workable size. 
	Belgium:

Working groups set up by the BFUG are in principle open to participation from all EHEA countries, the European Commission and the consultative members but also need to be of a workable size. 

	[…] In most cases so far, all EHEA countries and consultative members that have wished to be a part of a BFUG sub-structure have been included, even if the request came after the Terms of reference were approved by the BFUG. Also, it is worth mentioning that BFUG sub-structure members do not have to be necessarily with the BFUG delegates. 
	Netherlands

In most cases so far, nearly all EHEA countries and consultative members that have wished to be a part of a BFUG sub-structure have been included, even if the request came after the Terms of reference were approved by the BFUG. Also, it is worth mentioning that BFUG sub-structure members do not have to be necessarily with the same persons as the BFUG delegates. 

Comment: not true, change to “nearly all”. I could document a case for the qualifications working group where a country that wanted to take part in the working group has been referred to the network group. 

In that section I also read: substructure members do not have to be necessarily the same with the BFUG delegates. I read it that you mean to say: substructure members do not have to be necessarily the same person as the BFUG delegates.

	[…] The length of the mandate of a BFUG sub-structure is usually defined in its Terms of reference, but it usually covers the time between two consecutive ministerial conferences BFUG sub-structures can extend their mandate under the same Chairs or with different ones, but always with the BFUG re-endorsing the updated Terms of reference. 
	Slovenia

Comment:– possible proposal: when the working group is foreseen, the secretariat asks countries to show their interest and then the BFUG adopts the ToR as well as composition. Consequently it is not left to the chair alone. If a country or other organisations want to join later, they go through BFUG.

	[…] Rather than having a limited number of “official Bologna Seminars”, there therefore is an open calendar of events, encouraging countries and organisations to arrange as many seminars, conferences and workshops as possible. 
	Slovenia:

Comment: Bologna Seminars might still happen in future. Other events are beneficial and relevant, however, when an event is organised as “bologna seminar” or “bfug event”, it should be clear that conclusions and policies are differently relevant for the Bologna Process. Maybe BFUG “approval” or “endorsement” of such official events can be a key how to handle this.

	[…] For an event to be included in the calendar of events that is published on the official Bologna website, it obviously has to be related to the Bologna Process and should be organised or at least supported by one of the countries or organisations participating in the Bologna Process.
	Slovenia:

Comment: if not BGUF member then at least with the “approval” of BFUG member of that country… or the observer organisation…

	[…] The BFUG should analyze whether the above mentioned arrangement is still a desirable one, especially since there are some areas of inconsistency with the rules above mentioned. 
	Slovenia:

Comment: Proposal: keep the “approval” of BFUG or national BFUG representative / observer organisation.

	[…] Following the Alden Biesen BFUG meeting, there was no final decision on setting criteria for “official” Bologna/ EHEA events. Some criteria were reiterated, such as the events’ openness to all EHEA countries or relevance of the theme of the event and accessibility, but no additions to the previous criteria were made, apart from the seemingly general agreement to include EU events on higher education in the EHEA calendar where the theme is in line with the EHEA work plan. 
	Slovenia:

Comment: See proposals above – but keep in mind they refer only to “official” events, otherwise other events are more open in nature and thus more flexibility demands less regulation.

	Bologna Secretariat
	

	[…] As a part of the Bologna Secretariat’s activities, minute taking is perhaps the most visible aspect. Minute taking takes many forms within the BFUG, Board and its sub-structures. For the BFUG a more concise minute taking procedure was preferred so far – the drafting of outcomes of proceeding, which included the main decisions taken and a more detailed account of what was considered to be relevant proposals or contradictory debates. An indication of who were those against and in favour of a specific proposal was also to be given. For the Board meetings, more detailed minutes were preferred so that the BFUG debates could fully benefit from the Board’s discussion. For the BFUG sub-structures’ minutes, the style was decided in cooperation with the sub-structures’ Chair(s) and members. The BFUG might consider to further clarify the style of minute taking or, if considered fit for purpose, to endorse the current arrangements.

Following the discussion on the style of the Outcome of proceedings of the Alden Biesen BFUG meeting, there seems to be an agreement for a short version of the BFUG Outcome of Proceedings to be drafted for general use, while a long version, which would include the positions expressed by each country would be made available to the BFUG Chairs and to other BFUG members upon request. There was no decision on keeping the current style of the Board’s or WG/ networks outcome of proceedings. 
	Norway: 

Comment: We would just like to repeat our comments on the style of the minutes, favouring less detailed minutes with no reference made to the comments made by the various delegations, as they were given in our e-mail after the meeting in Alden-Biesen.  We are a bit uncertain as to why a long version of the minutes should be made, available to the BFUG Chairs and to other BFUG members upon request. The existence of two sets of minutes from one meeting may not be advisable. Thus we would like to repeat that in having minutes where reference is made to what is said by each delegation, there is the risk that the BFUG-meetings are going to be less fruitful and rewarding in the way that delegations may feel that they have to “speak for the minutes”. We are concerned that this would be the case also if a longer version exists which would be available to the BFUG on request.

	Proposed actions
	

	[…] 9. Consider whether it would be useful to draft guidelines for the usage of the Bologna Process and EHEA logos by both the BFUG members, as well as by external parties.


	Netherlands:

Comment: This subject comes out of the blue here. It deserves a little text in the section preceding the proposed actions. If wished I could help with drafting that little piece of text. It could be similar to what happens with seminars. If the relevant BFUG member would endorse that the item for which an organization seeks the Bologna Process/EHEA logo, is used, than the organization is provided with the logo.

	Answers provided for the questions:

	1. Indicate which sections of the attached document should be further discussed and which ones are to be considered endorsed as they are detailed now in the document.  
	Denmark: 

The revised paper provides a detailed overview of the BFUG’s functioning, tasks and purpose and we find that the document as it stands now should not be detailed any further as we are hesitant to overregulate the work of the BFUG. The document should be presented to the BFUG March meeting (with changes visible) before it can be adopted by the BFUG. The references to the previous discussions in Alden-Biesen have to be taken out. It should be a rather neutral, long-lasting document that can steer the workings of the BFUG in the right direction without formalising too much.

Macedonia: 

The BFUG Decision Making Section should be discussed further

Norway:

Considering the nature and style of the document, answering these questions is difficult. We are not sure whether the document is to be considered as guidelines for the Bologna Process for the future, as a description of the previous/”historical” working methods or as a description of the present period of our work (for the present Secretariat etc). The present version of the document could be seen as representing all three alternatives, cf. e.g the section on the BFUG Communication rules, p 10, with a general description of the rules for the BFUG while at the same time referring to the Romanian Bologna Secretariat in paragraph 2 and 3. Based on the style and nature of the present document, it is difficult to have an opinion both on whether the document should be made public or should remain a document for the BFUG, and what sections of the document could be considered as endorsed.
Slovenia:

The whole document as such
Sweden:

- The document tries to cover everything and the risk is that it becomes too detailed.

- Maybe the document should be regarded in its entirety and all parts should therefore be further discussed, more or less in depth, at the next BFUG-meeting.

- If the Secretariat has found some complications or worries about the document, please point those out for clarification.

CoE:

We suggest the outstanding issues are:

· Whether terms of reference for the BFUG and the Board are needed
· Voting rules (to be included in terms of reference but the issue also needs to be addressed if it is decided not to review the terms of reference above)
· Whether terms of reference are needed for all working groups and networks 

	2. Indicate the status of the document, once finalised and endorsed by the BFUG: public for information or available only for BFUG members. 
	Denmark:

The ways of working in the BFUG have been a result of the rather informal tone in meetings that has allowed for plenty of free room for the countries to express their opinions in often, intense discussions. Making the document for decision-making and communication procedures publicly available could change this. However openness and transparency are inherent in the Bologna process and therefore we are in favour of making this document public for information purposes only.

FYROM:

We believe that once finalised, this document should be made available to the public. This will give more information regarding the role of the BFUG to all stakeholders interested in the Bologna Process.
Norway:

Reply integrated in Question 1. See above

Slovenia:

Public.

Sweeden:

The document should be available only for BFUG-members.

UK/Scotland:
It should be placed on the website and open to all.

CoE:

The document will be of use above all to BFUG members and possibly members of working groups but we see no reason to withhold it from a broader public. It could be posted in an appropriate place on the web page; our guess is that readership would nevertheless be limited.  

	3. Give feedback on whether to clarify the decision making/ voting procedures within the BFUG and its sub-structures in a follow-up document to be discussed and possibly endorsed in the March 2011 BFUG.
	Denmark:

The decision-making procedures and the “last resort” of voting are working fine as they stand now. We are not in favour of changing this or unifying it as it is clearly detailed in the document where the decision-making criteria differ from each other. Albeit complex, it works all right.

Norway: 

Striving at consensus is the main idea of the Bologna process, and we believe this should be stressed even further in the document, cf p 9 and 10. That said, we believe the voting system as it stands at present, with the possibility of flexibility based on the particular case on which the BFUG is to vote, has been functioning quite well. However, we have no strong objections against unifying the system of voting, especially now that the election of the BFUG Board has been replaced by the system of co-chairing of an EU/non-EU country.
FYROM:

Decision making/voting procedures should be more streamlined. Fixed operating systems should be in place before a voting session is deemed necessary.

Slovenia:

No need – depending on the situation and agreement at that point

Sweeden:

The decision making/voting procedures should not be further formalized but should be discussed (and possibly endorsed) at the next BFUG-meeting.

UK/Scotland:
We should talk about voting - I am happy for there not to be a single system and for voting to be the exception and not the rule but we should examine detailed questions around what constitutes a quorum; the weight attached to the chair's vote; and the possibility of proxy votes/e-mail votes for delegates physically unable to attend the meeting eg due to volcanic ash clouds!

CoE:

We believe the current document should be submitted to the Board and, with any amendments following the Board discussion, to the March BFUG.

	4. Give feedback on whether to adopt Terms of reference for all the current BFUG working groups and networks, in order to have a clear overview of their scope, membership, objectives, activities and links with each other. 
	Denmark: 

We are in favour of adopting the terms of reference for all the current BFUG working groups as this will commit them to their tasks, objectives and activities until 2012 and give the BFUG countries that are not part of a specific working group a clear idea of what others are doing and for what purpose.

FYROM:

Terms of reference need to be adopted for all working groups and networks. This will facilitate upcoming procedures.

Norway:

We believe it is important that the BFUG adopts the ToR for the various networks and working groups under BFUG. Valuable input and comments can be made by the BFUG.  The question is a bit unclear, as it focuses on the current WGs/networks, and we are not of the opinion that we have to readopt the ToR for the existing/current WGs and networks.
Slovenia:

All sub-bodies already have their own ToRs. 

Sweden:

The current system is well functioning (that is, when a new WG is decided, the 'terms of references' of the project in question is decided at the same time).

UK/Scotland:

BFUG should endorse the ToR of all sub-groups as they are ostensibly doing work on behalf of the full group.  This can be done by e-mail rather than at meetings if necessary.

CoE:

This would seem desirable. Essentially, what is needed is then to review all current groups to see whether some – such as the network of national QF correspondents – do not have terms of reference and then submit proposals to the BFUG. 

	5. Consider whether the BFUG needs new Terms of Reference to be adopted by the Ministers in 2012, which can include a description of:

· the source of the terms of reference; 

· the purpose, tasks and authority of the body in question;

· the composition of the body in question;

· arrangements for chairing and for identifying the chair;

· decision making rules;

· arrangements for calling meetings, possibly also the frequency of meetings;

the period of validity of the terms of reference (could be for a fixed term or until changes are made).
	Denmark: 

Whether it is necessary to draw up a new set of terms of reference for the BFUG would have to depend on changes in the political working methods of the BFUG. To us, it is not politically visible where these changes have taken place. Technical changes or adjustments in the terms of reference can of course be carried out, and should so if needed, but that can be left up to the BFUG to adopt at a later stage. We feel that this is a matter for the BFUG to handle, not something to put forward to the Ministers.

FYROM:

The new terms of reference mentioned above should be adopted by the Ministers in 2012.

Norway:

In our opinion, there is no need for new ToR for the BFUG or the BFUG Board.
Slovenia:

No need. 

Sweden:

- The process (and the work of BFUG) should not be further formalized.

- Anyhow, terms of references of the BFUG should not be decided by the Ministers.

- In general, we think that the question regarding terms of references of the BFUG should be discussed and confirmed in plenum (at the next BFUG-meeting).

UK/Scotland:

Not sure the BFUG itself needs new terms of reference - but would be happy to listen to a discussion about this.

CoE:

This would seem desirable but the ToR should be relatively brief and we should seek to avoid a very lengthy discussion at the Ministerial meeting. They should be submitted and adopted as a separate document rather than as an integral part of the Communiqué; there could be a brief reference in the Communiqué, e.g. “We confirm the Bologna Follow Up Group as the body overseeing the development of the EHEA between our Ministerial meetings and adopt revised terms of reference for the BFUG.”

In principle, we believe all ToR should run until changes are made. Adopting them for a specified period could create quite a machinery where we would need to ensure that the ToRs are revised in due time before expiry and even with periodic revision, there could be major changes that require revision even before a set period expires. We therefore feel that the ToR should run until some BFUG members feel they should be revised and give a reasoned proposal for why this is necessary. This would ensure that we can adjust the ToR for important developments without creating undue bureaucracy. 

	6. Consider whether the BFUG Board needs new Terms of Reference to be adopted by the BFUG, which can include a description of:

· the source of the terms of reference;

· the purpose, tasks and authority of the body in question;

· the composition of the body in question;

· arrangements for chairing and for identifying the chair;

· decision making rules;

· arrangements for calling meetings, possibly also the frequency of meetings;

· the period of validity of the terms of reference (could be for a fixed term or until changes are made).  
	Denmark:

Same reply as given above (see question 5) 

FYROM
The BFUG board should also adopt the new terms of reference proposed above.

Norway:

In our opinion, there is no need for new ToR for the BFUG or the BFUG Board.
Slovenia:

Can be, but in the context of the present document.

Sweden:

- See the comments above on the ToR of the BFUG.

UK/Scotland:

As both the independent assessment and the bologna beyond 2010 reports said the role of the Board should be reviewed BFUG should act on this as your paper suggests. 

CoE:

Our position is the same as for the ToR for the BFUG, with the difference that, as stated in the question, the source for the ToR would be the BFUG rather than the ministers. 

	7. Indicate whether it is needed to have a clear selection mechanisms for conferences, seminars and other events, which will be included in the EHEA calendar under the name Bologna events.
	Denmark: 
Having a template for EHEA events is a good step introduced by the Bologna secretariat and we are of the opinion that as long as events fall under some of the Bologna priority areas or are open for participation from a majority of Bologna countries, then it should be included in the online calendar at www.ehea.info.

FYROM:

The EHEA calendar is a very powerful tool in the dissemination of the Bologna events. Thus, it is important to include all relevant events. This should be done in an organised and systematic way in order to ensure efficiency and take advantage of its full potential.

Norway:

The section of the document on the Bologna events is a bit unclear. The present arrangement of an open calendar of events is in our opinion a good one taking into account the number of countries participating in the Process. In the last but one paragraph on p 13, the rules for including events in the BFUG calendar is referred to. Naming it the BFUG calendar is in our opinion a bit misleading when we are talking about an open calendar of events, it would give the impression that the events have been approved by the BFUG. If we are to keep an open calendar of events with no official “stamp” from the BFUG, which we believe is the best solution, there should not be a thorough selection procedure of the events, all events relevant to the Bologna Process should be included.
Slovenia:

Yes, but make a distinction between “official bologna events” and “bologna events”. So yes for “official” events and no for all the others for which agreement of national representative or consultative member is enough.

Sweden:

This matter should be a question of the Secretariat together with the organisers to decide upon. In the end, it's also a matter of resources for the BFUG members and the Secretariat.

UK/Scotland:

The Secretariat should make the decision based on broad criteria endorsed by BFUG.  it is important that the quality, relevance and outcomes of seminars is overseen or they run the risk of being seen as of little value.  My own view is that EU events should not be Bologna "badged" as they are obviously not Bologna owned events.

CoE:

We believe this could be left to the Chairs in consultation with the Secretariat and that we should be relatively liberal in selecting events that could be included. The Chairs would of course be free to consult the Board and/or the BFUG in cases where they may feel the need for consultation.

	8. Consider whether it would be useful to draft guidelines for the usage of the Bologna Process and EHEA logos by both the BFUG members, as well as by external parties. 
	Denmark:

There seem to be an element of confusion connected to whether countries are to use the Bologna Process logo or the EHEA logo. On that notice, it would be practical to draw up some guidelines, making it clear where to use which logo or whether there should be a phase-in period where both logos can be used.

Norway:

Drafting guidelines for the use of the Bologna and the EHEA logo may be useful.
FYROM:

Guidelines are certainly useful in this regard. While usage is the Bologna Process and EHEA logos is encouraged, it is important to do so in a systematic and lucrative way. Overuse and misuse should be avoided.

Slovenia:

Yes.

Sweden:

This matter should not be formalized and it should be a matter for the Secretariat to judge how to use these logos.

UK/Scotland:

Agnostic on this point.

CoE:

In our view, the main value of such guidelines would be that we would have documentation in case there are cases of serious abuse.  In general terms, we should be happy that events, publications etc. wish to be associated with the EHEA but there may be cases in which this is clearly inappropriate.  There is reason for concern about references to the EHEA – with or without use of the logo - in certain extreme contexts, either by institutions and organizations that clearly violate the spirit and values of the EHEA (e.g. by disregarding academic freedom, institutional autonomy and/or student participation) or – a more likely issue – by linking higher education provision directly to the EHEA.  It would not be surprising, for example, if certain providers used the EHEA logo on diplomas claiming they provide “Bologna diplomas” or degrees compatible with or approved by the EHEA.  We have seen cases in which providers have issued diplomas bearing the Council of Europe and UNESCO logos claiming the diploma was recognized under the Lisboa Recognition Convention. There is little one can do in these cases except writing the provider threatening public denunciation unless the practice is discontinued. On the Council of Europe’s higher education web site there is a statement to the effect that the Council of Europe does not recognize higher education institutions and you may want to consider a similar statement on the EHEA site, possible with a reference to the ESG.  This is a broader issue than the use of the logo but potentially a more important one.


� This rule is intended to allow countries in which two Ministries are responsible for higher education (e.g. Belgium (Flemish and French Communities) and Germany (Federal and Lander level) to vote while ensuring that all countries have an equal number of votes.  Delegations decide who cast the votes on their behalf.
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