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BOLOGNA FOLLOW-UP GROUP (BFUG)

DECISION MAKING AND COMMUNICATION PROCEDURES

PROPOSED WAY FORWARD
Following the e-mail feedback received until 13 January 2011 from thirteen BFUG members (detailed in document BFUGBoard_HU_AD_23_4b), the Bologna Secretariat has redrafted the BFUG decision making and communication procedures initial document presented during the Alden Biesen BFUG meeting into an overview of the current status-quo (BFUGBoard_HU_AD_23_4a). 
Some key questions remain, visible both in the initial version of the document, as well as within the feedback received. In this sense, the present Proposed way forward tries to list what the Bologna Secretariat has managed to collect as questions to be answered, as well as possible solutions and their proponents, where these could be identified. Since there are a significant number of countries that have not expressed their opinions, it is not clear if the opinion of the majority is reflected in the answers suggested below.
General questions asked via e-mail
:

1. Should the current BFUGBoard_HU_AD_23_4a document be considered as a public document and be posted on the EHEA website or should it remain as an internal BFUG document?

a. Yes, provided it is a neutral document depicting the status quo (Denmark, Slovenia, FYROM, UK/ Scotland, Council of Europe);
b. No, it should remain as an internal BFUG document, only available to its members (Sweden);

c. It required further discussion before taking any decision (Norway).

2. Which sections of the document should be discussed further?

· The BFUG Decision Making Section (FYROM, Council of Europe);

· Whether Terms of Reference are needed for the BFUG and the BFUG Board, as well as all WGs and Networks (Council of Europe);

· All sections of the document should be rediscussed (Sweden, Norway).

Specific questions asked via e-mail:
1. Should the BFUG have a general decision-making/ voting procedure for its meetings and those of its sub-structures?

a. Yes, decision-making/ voting procedures should be more streamlined (FYROM,  Norway [no strong objections, but the current system also works well], UK/ Scotland [discussing certain aspects: proxy/ e-mail votes, quorum, weight of the Chairs vote], Council of Europe [based on the decision of the Board]);
b. There is no need to change the current flexible arrangement (Denmark, Slovenia, Sweden).

2. Should all BFUG sub-structures (WGs and Networks) have their own Terms of Reference?

a. Yes (Denmark, FYROM, Norway, Slovenia, Sweden, UK/ Scotland, Council of Europe).

3. Does the BFUG need new Terms of Reference to be adopted by the Ministers in 2012?
a. Yes (Macedonia, Council of Europe);
b. If needed at a later stage, but not necessarily by the Ministers (Denmark, Sweden);

c. No (Norway, Slovenia);

d. Not sure, would welcome further discussion (UK/ Scotland).
4. Does the BFUG Board need new Terms of Reference to be adopted by the BFUG?
a. Yes (FYROM, Slovenia, UK/ Scotland, Council of Europe);

b. If politically needed (Denmark, Sweden);

c. No (Norway).

5. Does the BFUG need a clear selection mechanism for events to be included in the EHEA calendar?

a. A distinction has to be made between “official” Bologna/ EHEA events and simply listed Bologna/ EHEA events (Norway, Slovenia);
b. The existing rules for including an event in an EHEA calendar should be further enforced by the Secretariat, in consultation with the BFUG Chairs, together with filling in the events template (Denmark, FYROM, Sweden, Council of Europe);
c. The existing rules should be further enforced, while also considering quality, relevance and outcomes of the EHEA events. (UK/ Scotland).
6. Would it be useful to have official rules for using the Bologna Process and EU logos?

a. Yes (Denmark [we also need to clarify when to use one or the other in the BFU context], Norway, FYROM, Slovenia, Council of Europe [while also adding a disclaimer on the EHEA website pointing out that there are no EHEA branded HEIs for example]);

b. Agnostic (UK/ Scotland).

Issues to be discussed stemming from the e-mail feedback or the questions previously existing in the BFUG decision making and communication procedures

1. With the redefinition of the mandate of CEPES and its pending redefinition of status within UNESCO system, is it that from now on UNESCO will be a BFUG consultative member? (CoE – question in case there will be new ToR for the BFUG)
2. Concern regarding the availability of the detailed minutes BFUG meeting upon request, since this could lead to “BFUG meetings being less fruitful” (Sweden)

3. Who will approve new BFUG members becoming part of an already established BFUG WG or network – is it the WG/ Network Chair(s) or the BFUG? (Slovenia)

Final notes:

In case the BFUG considers that some of the questions above are easier to discuss, but others might need an in-depth discussion about the possible changes in the core of the Bologna Process once we have moved to the consolidation of the European Higher Education Area, a differentiated approach might be considered. 

In this respects, the transition from the Bologna Process to the EHEA document could be discussed firstly, as it contains essential questions regarding the “constitutional” frame of the EHEA and then the BFUG could look at the questions related to the BFUG procedural matters (possibly even in consecutive BFUG meetings). Similarly, the questions related to the EHEA accession criteria might be also linked to how the transition from the Bologna Process to the EHEA is seen by BFUG members.

The Board is asked to:
· Discuss the present paper, together with the revised BFUG decision making and communication procedures (BFUGBoard_HU_AD_23_4a) document and the overview of feedback received (BFUGBoard_HU_AD_23_4b); 
· Provide advice and guidance regarding the next steps to be taken on the issues included in this document. 













































� The answers provided by the various BFUG members to the above questions refer to the previous version of the current BFUGBoard_HU_AD_23_4a, which was circulated via e-mail, following the Alden Biesen BFUG meeting.
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