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Welcome and opening 
The host and co-chair (Andrejs Rauhvargers, Latvia) welcomed the participants and opened the meeting. 
1. Adoption of the agenda 
Document: 

Draft agenda 

In response to a request from Austria, Eurydice explained that – other than initially planned - the group had not been provided with a list of quantitative indicators in order to focus the discussion on the questionnaire. The statistical indicators are developed already and only need to be selected, which can also still be done in a later stage. 
Harald Titz (Austria) expressed some concern about the collection of quantitative data for the 2012 report and called for a detailed discussion on the indicators at the next WG meeting. There is a lot of data available and the group needs to clarify which indicators are needed as well as the definition and the breakdown of these indicators. Austria would have preferred to take these decisions before the BFUG discussion on the indicators in August. 
The second co-chair (Germain Dondelinger, Luxembourg) stressed the need to take the report prepared for the 2009 ministerial conference as point of reference. Other indicators may need to be added but the discussion on the work already done should not be re-opened and the indicators used for the 2009 report should be kept as much as possible in order not to lose comparability. Since the mobility benchmark is new, mobility is one of the areas where additional work will be necessary. For the 2012 report, the main challenge will be to integrate the results from different sources and to produce a consistent and coherent report.
The Latvian co-chair further explained the difference between data collection with the questionnaire and through Eurostat. The questionnaire is specifically developed for the reporting exercise and needs to be shown to the BFUG before the data can be collected via the BFUG members. Eurostat can collect data without having a WG or BFUG discussion on the indicators first. 

After these explanations, the agenda was adopted.  

2. Minutes of the meeting on 21 January 2010 
Document: 

Draft minutes of meeting on 21 January 2010
The minutes of the second WG meeting were approved. 
3. Framework of the implementation report 
Document:

Overview of responses to the online consultation.  

Eurydice presented the results of the online consultation (for details see the PowerPoint presentation): 

[image: image1.emf]Results of online  consultation


The responses revealed a clear majority for a summary comparative printed report and more detailed analysis published online but varied with regard to the preferred length of the report. There also was no clear preference on possible priorities and six respondents stated that all seven themes should be covered in equal depth.

Eurydice confirmed that all seven themes would be covered (they had never intended to drop one of them) and concluded that the report should be as concise as possible and as comprehensive as necessary. It should provide a realistic and reliable picture of implementation in each country, while also allowing for valid country comparisons. Last but not least, the report should measure progress, where possible against the aims stated in the communiqués, maintaining coherence with previous reports.
The Luxembourg co-chair encouraged the group not to pay too much attention to the number of pages but rather to focus on what should be achieved with the report. As also the online consultation had shown, the report is to serve as policy tool for ministers/decision-makers and as background document for policy-making. That means there needs to be a short summary for the ministers, which needs to be distilled from the more comprehensive report with the support of the working group. 

Upon request from the Flemish Community, Eurydice explained that – as agreed by the BFUG at its meeting in Madrid - transparency mechanisms would not be included in the report, whereas student-centred learning would be. 
4. Draft questionnaire 

Documents:

Degrees and qualifications questions




QA questions

LLL questions

Social Dimension questions

Eurydice explained how they had prepared the draft questionnaire. Taking the agreements made in the working group and the BFUG as starting point, Eurydice had constructed questions that are based on the questions asked in the past, while trying to make sure they are as clear as possible and address the issues the BFUG is interested in. Even though the questionnaire may seem long, Eurydice made it as short as possible to get the information needed. 
Eurydice then asked the working group members whether they thought the data collectors were asking the right questions to get the answers the BFUG needed and to signal potential problems, without going into the details of specific formulations. 
The Luxembourg co-chair called for consistency across the questionnaire and for questions to be asked in a neutral way, without implying a specific system of government steering or funding. The Latvian co-chair stressed that each question should have a text box, allowing countries to explain their particular situation, if the question does not fit. The responses would feed into the qualitative analysis. 
Martin Teichgräber (Switzerland) expressed concern about the huge amount of information that would be collected and encouraged the group to think about which questions could possibly be deleted. He also raised the question of how the information collected would in the end be presented, how it could be put into maps or indicators. 
The Latvian co-chair explained that most of the questions had been asked before. Questions on student-centred learning have been added but it would be strange to leave them out. Moreover, the longest questions often are the shortest to answer. During the last stocktaking exercise the tick boxes worked well, as they deliver more comparable data than open answers. 

On behalf of the incoming Bologna Secretariat, Ligia Deca informed the group that the permanent EHEA website that would be launched in July would contain country pages (partially editable for countries), for which it would be useful to have comprehensive data that could be presented there. 

Michael Hörig (EUA) expressed the concern that completing the questionnaire might take a long time, as a lot of information is required to answer the questions. 
Andrea Blättler (ESU) stressed that in a phase of in-depth implementation, as indicated by the Budapest-Vienna Declaration, the implementation progress would also need to be assessed. 

David Crosier (Eurydice) clarified that BFUG members would not be expected to answer the questionnaire on their own. On the contrary, it is expected that there will be a discussion among the key higher education stakeholders and experts for different parts of the questionnaire and that in the end a consolidated response is sent back. He also explained that the idea was to define issues that need to be tracked until 2020, creating a source of information to make future comparisons. 

The Luxembourg co-chair stressed the need to report on all action lines in order to put in place a system of evidence-based policy making. 

Dominic Orr (Eurostudent) added that it was important to understand the differences between countries and to know what needs to be taken into account from a policy or practical perspective when looking at specific issues (e.g. tuition fees). 

Marlies Leegwater (Bologna Secretariat) signalled that the ongoing monitoring through national contact points for the Qualifications Frameworks EHEA included 11 steps. Next to the 10 steps discerned and monitored in the stocktaking for 2009, the 11th step of a website is asked. For the sake of consistency, she advised to include the 11 steps in the questionnaire but to use the same the criteria for allocating colours to different stages of progress as used for measuring performance in the 2009 stocktaking exercise. Furthermore, she advised to be in touch on this with the Chair of the Working Group on Qualifications Frameworks. 
Andrea Blättler (ESU) suggested repeating the questions from the 2009 stocktaking on part one of the European Standards and Guidelines, which was supported by the Latvian co-chair. 

Concerning the third cycle, Michael Hörig (EUA) indicated that it would be good to ask about the funding sources. Martin Teichgräber (Switzerland) added that structured doctoral programmes would need to be described in more detail, as otherwise countries would report on quite different things under the same heading. 

Simon Dalferth (Eurydice) explained that some terms would be explained in the glossary, providing the data collector’s understanding of the terms; for other issues, countries would get the possibility to explain their understanding and usage.
Milica Popovic (EI) saw the need to distinguish between obligatory and voluntary staff training schemes on student-centred learning and learning outcomes and also suggested asking about the involvement of staff and staff unions in quality assurance. 
The working group then split into two smaller groups to discuss the different parts of the questionnaire in more detail. One group focused on the questions concerning the social dimension; the second group dealt with degrees/qualifications, quality assurance and lifelong learning. The comments made in both groups showed that there was broad support for the work done by the data collectors so far and the feedback primarily aimed at making the questions and the underlying definitions (HE, LLL etc.) more precise, while leaving enough room for diversity between countries. 
Eurydice was represented in both groups and agreed to adjust the questionnaire in line with the comments made during the meeting and the additional comments that working group members could still make in writing by 23 June. 

The Luxembourg co-chair reminded the group that the data collected through the questionnaire prepared by Eurydice would be complemented by statistical evidence from Eurostat and Eurostudent. The final report would have to combine the material from different sources to come to a coherent picture of the Bologna Process implementation. 
5. Mobility benchmark 
Documents: 

Excerpt from BFUG Madrid draft outcome of proceedings




Update from the Mobility WG and Eurostat 



The chair of the BFUG Mobility WG (Peter Greisler, Germany) explained that he had discussed the question of the mobility benchmark with the European Commission. He called for having just one benchmark for both EU and EHEA, with just one data collection, which would also be better for communication purposes. The discussion within the European Commission is still going on but they are in close contact with the BFUG Mobility WG and try to find a common solution. Since it is not clear yet what the benchmark will exactly look like, it is too early to define the supplementary indicators. 
Next to the mobility benchmark, the BFUG Mobility WG is working on the question of balanced mobility and planning to propose a strategy on mobility – how to overcome obstacles and how to achieve a more balanced mobility across the EHEA. To prepare this strategy and to find out how the concept of balanced mobility is understood in the different EHEA countries, the BFUG Mobility WG had prepared a questionnaire, which they had intended to send to the BFUG before the summer. 
After discussion with the data collectors and the Bologna Secretariat, it was agreed to have just one questionnaire on mobility, which would be presented to the BFUG together with the other parts of the questionnaire for the 2012 reporting. The data collectors will therefore look at the questionnaire prepared by the BFUG Mobility WG and adjust it where necessary in order to collect all the information that will be needed for the reporting. The revised draft will be sent to Reporting WG and Mobility WG for comments before it will be sent to the BFUG. 

To give the BFUG Mobility WG sufficient time and input to draft the EHEA Strategy for Mobility to be adopted by the Ministers in 2012, countries will be asked to complete the mobility part of the questionnaire right after the August BFUG meeting (and further adjustments, if necessary). When the general questionnaire will be sent out in early 2011, countries will have the chance to update the responses to the mobility questions, in case there have been any changes in the meantime. 

Fernando Reis (Eurostat) explained that after Reporting WG and BFUG had agreed on the target indicator, Eurostat had organised a meeting with the statisticians at the end of April to discus how to collect the necessary data. On diploma mobility an agreement could be reached, as the data is available, it just needs to be collected in the right format (e.g. data on graduates rather than students). Concerning credit mobility, Eurostat was told by the national statisticians that the data was not available and that the statistics had to be developed first. That means, the data collectors will not be able to provide the figures for the agreed target indicator by 2012. By 2020 it should be possible, maybe even already by 2015. 
Sophia Eriksson Waterschoot (European Commission) explained that the EU Education Council of May 2009, which had approved the strategic framework for Education and Training 2020 and also a number of benchmarks, had mandated the European Commission to prepare a proposal on a mobility benchmark for the EU (instead of committing to the benchmark set for EHEA with the Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué). A specific expert group had been set up with interested member states and around 20 participated in the two meetings held so far. Both meetings were quite technical and used the experience of the Bologna context. From the beginning, the intention had been to confirm the Bologna benchmark, not to invent something new. The work done by the European Commission and the member states was to explore how to measure it, a work which is still ongoing. While there are no big differences, because of the data limitations discovered in the meantime, the EU might take a more pragmatic view, which would then also influence Bologna and there would not be major divergence. 

The European Commission referred to the following two points of possible divergence: 

· Since there are problems with collecting data on credit mobility, the European Commission proposes to start with looking at Erasmus mobility as a proxy for credit mobility. 

· While the Bologna target indicator strictly follows the Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué, the European Commission would like to take a wider approach, not excluding world-wide mobility, as they would like to encourage all kinds of learning mobility, world-wide. 

The chair of the BFUG Mobility WG replied that it should not be too difficult to find a common solution. In the EHEA context, it had already been agreed to also collect data and report on world-wide mobility, it just would not be included in the benchmark. Similarly, he supported the idea of reporting on Erasmus mobility but advised against including it in the benchmark, since he did not consider it a good proxy for credit mobility. 
The Luxembourg co-chair also stressed that mobility had been defined in much wider terms than the benchmark and that therefore also more data would need to be collected. The important issue would be to agree on the parameters on which to collect data. Once the information is available, different benchmarks could be computed for the EU and the EHEA on the basis of the same data set. For 2012, the full picture would not be available yet, but maybe in 2015.
Alex Young (UK/Scotland) expressed his concern about the lack of data on credit mobility highlighted by the Eurostat paper and warned against reporting on the basis of data that is not reliable. He also reminded the group that countries had not committed to reporting on the benchmark by 2012 but rather to developing the indicators and to saying something about balanced mobility. 

The European Commission clarified that the data on Erasmus mobility should primarily serve to get a better understanding of what is going on in terms of credit mobility (at least for the countries participating in Erasmus); it would not necessarily be part of the benchmark.
Harald Titz (Austria) stressed that policy-makers would like to have one benchmark and one definition, which is why the way to measure the benchmark in the EU and the EHEA should be harmonised. 

The two co-chairs concluded that no matter what the EU and the EHEA benchmark(s) would look like in the end, they would have to relay on the same data collected by the data collectors. If it is agreed that all possible information is gathered, the benchmark does not need to be defined beforehand but can be calculated once the political agreement has been reached and the data has been collected. 

6. Next steps
Documents:

Timelines 
The revised questionnaire will be sent to the BFUG (with copy to the WG) as soon as possible and will be discussed by the BFUG at its meeting on 24-25 August 2010. Afterwards, Eurydice will pre-test the questionnaire with a selection of countries and present the outcome of this testing at the next working group meeting, where the questionnaire will be finalised. The main focus of the next working group meeting will be on the selection of the quantitative indicators. 
The next meeting of the working group will take place 
in Luxembourg on 16 November 2010. 

7. Any other business
There was no other business to attend to. 
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Character of the report

Measuring progress against aims stated

		Focus on all the action lines from the communiqués 

		Show ‘progress’ of Bologna implementation 

		Measures progress where possible against aims stated in the communiqués,

		Communicate achievements
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Progress: FI, FR, DE, LV, SI, UK

Policy-tool: AT, FR, NL, SI

Background for policy-making: FI, CZ, LV, DE, NL

Shortcomings in data availability: CZ
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Coherence with previous

		maintaining coherence with previous reports





Tool for policy making

		Policy tool for ministers/decision-makers

		(Comprehensive) background document for policy-making
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Progress: FI, FR, DE, LV, SI, UK

Policy-tool: AT, FR, NL, SI
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Concise report

		As concise as possible





Reliability of data

		Identify data availability and quality

		Provide reliable and comprehensive information
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Character of the report

Comparisons, identifying differences

		Identify divergence in the implementation

		Comparative overview of the implementation of HE reforms

		Allow valid country comparisons
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Policy-tool: AT, FR, NL, SI
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Character of the report (countries)

		Focus on all the action lines from the communiqués 

		Show ‘progress’ of Bologna implementation 

		Policy tool for ministers/decision-makers

		(Comprehensive) background document for policy-making

		Country reports 
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Character of the report (stakeholders)

		Communicate achievements/ identify divergence in the implementation

		Provide reliable and comprehensive information

		Comparative overview of the implementation of HE reforms

		Identify data availability and quality
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Policy-tool: AT, FR, NL, SI

Background for policy-making: FI, CZ, LV, DE, NL

Shortcomings in data availability: CZ
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Conclusions on the character of the report (data providers)

		As concise as possible

		A realistic and reliable picture of implementation in each country

		Valid country comparisons

		Measure progress where possible against aims stated in the communiqués, maintaining coherence with previous reports  
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