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Minutes of the 2nd Working Group on Monitoring the Implementation of the 

Bologna Process meeting  
Online 

19th of May 2025 
 

List of participants 

 

Nr. Name Country/Organisation 

1 Helga Posset Austria (Co-chair) 

2 Kyriacos Charalambous Cyprus 

3 Aleksandar Šušnjar EQAR 

4 Aleksandra Zhivkovikj EQAR 

5 Henriette Stoeber EUA 

6 David Crosier Eurydice (Co-chair) 

7 Kristina Hauschildt Eurostudent 

8 Mathieu Musquin France 

9 Magdalena Klann Germany 

10 Stefan Sant Malta (Co-chair) 

11 Marius Deaconu Romania 

12 Jernej Širok Slovenia 

13 Aslı Günay Türkiye 

14 Alexandrina Druță EHEA Secretariat 

15 Lilia Parhomenco EHEA Secretariat 

 
 
 
Albania, ETUCE, ESU, Kazakhstan, Republic of Moldova and Montenegro were absent. 
 

The meeting starts at 09:30 CEST. 
 

1. Welcome and introduction of the WG co-chairs  
1.1. Approval of the agenda  
1.2. Tour de table of the WG members 

 

Documents: WG_Monitoring_2_PL_AL_1_Agenda 

 

The Maltese Co-chair opened the meeting by welcoming the participants and introducing the 
Co-chairs. He invited the participants to raise any possible questions or concerns with regard to 
the proposed agenda. As the participants did not raise any issues, the agenda was adopted as 

https://ehea.info/Download/WG_Monitoring_2_PL_AL_1_Agenda.pdf
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proposed by the Co-chairs. The Maltese Co-chair invited the participants to introduce 
themselves. 
 

2. Update from the EHEA Secretariat 
 

The Maltese Co-chair gave the floor to the Deputy Head of the EHEA Secretariat to outline the 
activity of the BFUG working structures and the Secretariat in the last months. 
 

The Deputy Head of the EHEA Secretariat provided several brief updates relevant to the ongoing 
work of the EHEA. She informed the group that the Erasmus+ project beneficiaries had now 
been officially notified and that most of the BFUG working structures would be supported 
through Erasmus+ projects for the 2024–2027 cycle. She announced that the Secretariat 
expected to sign, in June, the grant agreement with the European Commission to support its 
own activities. With regard to the National Action Plans, she reported that although two 
deadlines had already passed, only half of the EHEA countries had submitted their plans. The 
Secretariat was still awaiting the remaining submissions and planned to publish the National 
Action Plans once all were received. These would be aggregated by key commitment areas 
corresponding to the Thematic Peer Groups (TPGs), and a general feedback note would be 
issued assessing the extent to which the plans addressed the aspects identified in the 2024 
Bologna Process Implementation Report (BPIR). The Deputy Head of the EHEA Secretariat 
further noted that all working structures had already held their spring meetings, and most had 
planned their meetings for the autumn 2025. Some working structures were also holding 
intermediate online meetings in preparation for their second formal meetings. She stated that 
all autumn meetings were scheduled to take place before the upcoming BFUG meeting in 
Copenhagen. She also informed the group that both the Working Group on Fundamental Values 
and the Bologna Implementation Coordination Group (BICG) were scheduled to meet the 
following week, and that the co-chairs of the Working Group on Monitoring had been invited 
to participate. In relation to the Working Group on Internationalisation and Mobility, she 
informed participants that the next meeting would be held on 27th–28th of May 2025, in Bonn. 
The first draft of the glossary would be presented during this meeting. Lastly, she reminded the 
group that the deadline for applications for the Call on expressions of interest for the Long-
Term Secretariat was set for 12th of June 2025. She concluded by reflecting on the intensity of 
the first semester of work, noting that all working structures had been very active, with some of 
them meeting on multiple occasions. She wished the participants success in their meeting and 
invited any questions. 
 

The Eurydice Co-chair asked for clarification regarding the National Action Plans, noting that 
only half of the countries had submitted them despite two deadlines having passed. He inquired 
what measures were being taken to encourage countries to submit their plans. 
 

The Deputy Head of the EHEA Secretariat responded that the Secretariat would send another 
reminder to the BFUG members, encouraging them to submit their National Action Plans. She 
acknowledged that the current format of the plans was relatively extensive and that several 
countries had reported challenges in coordinating input across different departments within 
their ministries. She emphasised that the process was still ongoing but clarified that the 
Secretariat did not intend to offer a further extension, as the deadline had already been extended 
twice. A final reminder would likely be issued during the week, and the current status would be 
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reported at the BFUG Board meeting. She concluded by stating that the responsibility for 
submitting the plans ultimately lay with the individual countries. 
 

The Austrian Co-chair inquired whether all the working structures of the Bologna Follow-Up 
Group had received Erasmus+ project funding. The Deputy Head of the EHEA Secretariat 
confirmed that all the structures which had applied for funding had received it. 
 

The Austrian Co-chair suggested that publishing the submitted National Action Plans on the 
EHEA website might encourage the remaining countries to submit theirs. She also expressed 
the view that continuously extending the deadlines would not be appropriate.  
 

3. Report from BFUG meeting in Warsaw, February 2025 

 

The Eurydice Co-chair reported on the outcomes of the BFUG meeting held in Warsaw in 
February 2025, focusing specifically on the discussions relevant to the work of the Working 
Group on Monitoring. He reiterated that the proposal presented by the WG Co-chairs - 
concerning the structure of the 2027 Bologna Process Implementation Report - had been well 
received. The proposed structure included a reduction in the number of indicators across 
chapters and the addition of narrative sections referring to progress made within other BFUG 
working structures and major projects. He welcomed the alignment of the proposal with the 
current BFUG working structures and noted that no participants had objected to moving away 
from the structure used in the previous cycle. The rationale for reducing the scope of data 
collection was broadly accepted, although some concerns were raised regarding the potential 
lack of quantitative data. He indicated that this would be explored further, particularly through 
possible contributions from the European Higher Education Sector Observatory. He confirmed 
that the outline proposed had been accepted and now served as the framework for selecting 
relevant indicators. In addition, the WG would consider where supplementary narrative 
sections were needed to reflect broader implementation efforts, ensuring consistency in 
presentation. The Eurydice Co-chair also underlined a procedural issue related to the BFUG 
calendar. With the next BFUG meeting scheduled only for December 2025, there would be no 
opportunity for BFUG to formally intervene in the group’s work before many decisions had to 
be made. As such, he recommended that the Secretariat ensure the BFUG was kept updated in 
writing regarding any significant developments. While he did not perceive this situation as 
problematic, he emphasised the importance of transparent communication in the absence of 
regular BFUG meetings. 
 

The EUA representative thanked the Eurydice Co-chair for the summary and raised a follow-up 
question regarding the potential use of data from EHESO. She inquired whether there had been 
any discussion about the reverse data flow - specifically, whether the EHESO would also make 
use of data collected  and prepared for the Bologna Process Implementation Report. 

The Eurydice Co-chair explained that the development of the Observatory had not yet been 
discussed within the BFUG. At present, its focus was primarily on quantitative data, bringing 
together multiple data sources rather than qualitative or policy-oriented inputs. However, he 
noted that the inclusion of other types of data was not excluded and might be considered in the 
future. He elaborated that the Observatory was so far concentrating on how to display data, for 
example from the Eurograduate project, and how to prepare for the upcoming round of 
Eurograduate data collection. Additionally, work was under way to develop a student survey 
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and an institutional survey, with the latter aiming to serve as a benchmarking tool, potentially 
as an improved successor to the previous U-Multirank initiative. Discussions were also ongoing 
regarding the use of Eurostudent data and how to better integrate it into the Observatory 
framework. The Eurydice Co-chair further pointed out that the current geographical scope of 
the Observatory was more limited than the full European Higher Education Area (EHEA), as it 
primarily focused on Erasmus+ countries, aligned with the European Tertiary Education 
Register. However, efforts were being made to explore the possibility of extending this scope to 
cover all EHEA countries, particularly in relation to data relevant for Bologna Process 
monitoring. He emphasised that this extension was supported by the European Commission 
and was expected to become a key topic of discussion in the coming period. Nevertheless, he 
cautioned that it remained uncertain whether the necessary data could be collected in time for 
inclusion in the BPIR 2027. 

The Maltese Co-chair welcomed the positive reception of the working group’s proposal at the 
BFUG meeting and expressed interest in seeing the results of the ongoing student data 
collection, particularly given the qualitative nature of the EHESO survey.. He noted that 
gathering student feedback - whether during or at the end of their studies - remained a 
challenge in many countries, and the survey could offer valuable insight into this issue. 

 

4. Updates from the European Commission and other BFUG working structures 

 
The Maltese Co-chair informed participants that the next meeting of the Working Group on 
Fundamental Values would take place on 16th-17th of June 2025 in Malta, which he would attend 
in his capacity as Co-chair of the WG on Monitoring. He announced his intention to establish a 
formal line of communication with the WG on Fundamental Values, in order to ensure closer 
cooperation. He then invited participants to provide updates on behalf of other working 
structures and the European Commission. 

The Eurydice Co-chair gave some updates from the developments at the European Commission 
based on his knowledge.  He noted that, within the Bologna Process context, work on the 
revision of the ECTS User’s Guide was progressing well. A second meeting of the group working 
on the revised guide had already taken place and the process was moving forward smoothly. He 
also referred to  the proposal for a European Degree Label and a related recommendation on 
quality assurance which had been adopted. These were part of a broader package of documents 
submitted to and approved by the Education Council. Turning to broader policy discussions 
within the Commission, he highlighted the increasing focus on the “Union of Skills” initiative. 
This emerging proposal had become a central topic in internal Commission debates. It included 
plans for the creation of a new observatory for skills, which was expected to consolidate data 
from various sources and existing observatories. The Eurydice Co-chair remarked that, as a 
result of this new focus, some items from the European Education Area strategy appeared to be 
progressing more slowly. In particular, he mentioned that the development of European 
guidelines on values - initially foreseen under the EEA strategy for European Universities - was 
on hold. Although the content had been prepared, the format and timing for its further adoption 
or implementation remained unclear. Finally, he mentioned that new actions relating to 
academic staff were expected to be discussed in greater detail in the autumn. 

The Austrian Co-chair asked for clarification on whether the Skills Observatory mentioned 
earlier referred to the “European Skills Intelligence Observatory”. The Eurydice Co-chair 
confirmed that this was the case. 
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The Austrian Co-chair then inquired whether the EHESO would fall under the scope of the new 
Skills Observatory, or whether it would operate in parallel. The Eurydice Co-chair responded 
that it was too early to determine the precise relationship between the two. He clarified that 
EHESO would continue to develop independently and would not be discontinued or subsumed 
under the Skills Observatory. Rather, the latter was envisioned as an umbrella initiative that 
could reference and connect to other existing tools and platforms. However, he stressed that 
the concept remained at an early stage of development. He further noted that DG EAC and DG 
Employment were currently working on their respective strands of the initiative in parallel. A 
steering group was expected to be established to review the proposals developed independently 
by the two Directorates-General. Under this division, he added that, from complementary 
angles, DG EAC was focusing on how education systems provide skills, while DG Employment 
was concentrating on identifying skills gaps from the labour market perspective.  

 

5. Draft Proposal of Structure and Indicators for BPIR 2027 

6. Discussion of the proposal 

Documents: WG_Monitoring_2_PL_AL_5_Draft Proposal of Structure and Indicators for 
BPIR 2027 

The Eurydice Co-chair introduced the main item for discussion, namely the draft proposal 
regarding the structure and selection of indicators for the 2027 Bologna Process Implementation 
Report. He reminded participants that the structure of the chapters had already been agreed by 
the BFUG and referred to the preparatory document circulated in advance of the meeting. He 
explained that, in drafting the document, he had reviewed all the indicators used in the 2024 
BPIR and assessed them in terms of their relevance and suitability for inclusion in the new 
structure. Particular attention was given to identifying the essential indicators, in light of the 
clear need to reduce the overall number of indicators used. For each indicator, the document 
provided an explanation and an indication of whether it was recommended for retention or for 
removal. He emphasised that the intention was to consult the group and gather their feedback 
on these preliminary suggestions, in order to finalise the selection of indicators in a 
collaborative manner. 

6.1 Degree structures 

The Eurydice Co-chair opened the discussion on the first chapter of the 2027 BPIR, which would 
focus on degree structures. He began by presenting Figure 2.1, which shows the share of first-
cycle programmes according to their workload expressed in ECTS credits. He emphasised that 
this was an essential indicator for evaluating the implementation of the Bologna degree 
structure.He clarified that, given the decision to retain the scorecard indicators, the key 
question was whether to maintain this figure within the main body of the report or to include 
only the data in an annex. He suggested that one approach could be to retain scorecard 
indicators without their sub-indicators in the main report, in order to streamline the document. 
The corresponding data tables could then be included in an annex. This would help reduce the 
overall length of the report while preserving access to the underlying data.  

The EUA representative expressed support for the proposed approach of retaining only the 
scorecard indicators and relevant figures in the main body of the report, noting that this would 
indeed contribute to a more concise format. She agreed that including detailed data in annexes, 
preferably in table format, would be a good solution. She then asked whether the report would 

https://ehea.info/Download/WG_Monitoring_2_PL_AL_5_Draft%20Proposal%20of%20Structure%20and%20Indicators%20for%20BPIR%202027.pdf
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still include narrative sections referencing the annexed data, in order to provide context and 
interpretation around the scorecard indicators. She highlighted the importance of including 
some descriptive text to “set the scene” and guide the reader towards the significance of the 
indicators, even if the data itself was presented elsewhere. 

In response, the Eurydice Co-chair agreed that narrative text would still be necessary to 
contextualise the scorecard indicators. He confirmed that, even if detailed data were placed in 
annexes, the report would continue to refer to these data sources explicitly. He emphasised that 
the data must remain publicly accessible, and the descriptive sections accompanying each 
scorecard would need to indicate where the relevant supporting information could be found. 
He further noted that, due to space constraints, it would not be feasible to include individual 
figures for each element directly in the report. Instead of selectively including only certain 
elements while relegating others to annexes, he proposed that a more consistent approach 
would be to place all detailed data in annexes. This would enable the main body of the report 
to remain focused and concise, while preserving transparency and completeness through the 
annexes. 

The French representative agreed with the proposal to place detailed data in annexes, recalling 
the need to reduce the overall length of the report. He added that, in line with the earlier 
discussion with the Austrian Co-chair regarding the European Higher Education Sector 
Observatory, it would be highly beneficial to make this type of data available through the 
Observatory as well. 

The Eurydice Co-chair agreed that including such data in the European Higher Education Sector 
Observatory would be valuable. He noted, however, that this was a separate matter and would 
be treated accordingly. He explained that the current work programme of the Observatory 
consortium was already quite extensive, but that the dataset generated for the 2027 BPIR could 
potentially be introduced into the Observatory at a later stage. 

The Austrian Co-chair offered a general remark, emphasising that the Working Group's primary 
objective was to produce a comprehensive yet streamlined report for 2027. She noted that 
whether or not this report would eventually be integrated into the European Higher Education 
Sector Observatory was a separate matter. She supported the approach of including only the 
scorecard indicators in the main body of the report, while ensuring that all relevant contextual 
data be made available in annexes. She further underlined the importance of continuing to 
address topics raised in the 2024 BPIR, such as programme workload, and to ensure that 
commentary on such issues could still be substantiated by annexed data. 

The Eurydice Co-chair continued with the discussion on indicators related to degree structures, 
referring to the second figure from the 2024 report, which addressed the second cycle. He 
explained that this indicator followed the same logic as the first - focusing on programme 
workload in ECTS - and proposed applying the same approach. He then turned to the third 
figure, which he identified as more complex. This figure showed the most common total 
workload of first and second cycle programmes combined. He noted that, while this had been 
included in previous implementation reports due to its analytical value - revealing significant 
cross-country variations in programme length - it did not correspond to a formal political 
commitment under the Bologna Process. He reminded participants that Bologna commitments 
only specify that the first cycle should comprise at least 180 ECTS, and the second cycle should 
range between 60 and 120 ECTS. No requirement or recommendation addresses the total 
combined length of the two cycles. Therefore, the inclusion of this figure had always been 
informative rather than normative. In light of the objective to reduce the scope of indicators, he 
questioned whether this figure should be retained. He presented three options for 
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consideration: remove it entirely; maintain it in the main report; or exclude it from the report 
but retain the data in an annex showing the most common combinations of first and second 
cycle workloads. 

The Romanian representative offered a general observation, emphasising that placing data in 
annexes should not be equated with reducing the number of indicators. He stressed that if there 
was a collective intention to genuinely reduce the number of indicators in the 2027 BPIR, then 
this should involve removing some figures entirely, rather than simply relocating them. 
Referring specifically to Figure 2.3, he suggested that it could be a candidate for removal. 

In response, the Eurydice Co-chair agreed with the broader observation regarding the 
distinction between data annexation and indicator reduction. He clarified, however, that in the 
specific case of Figure 2.3, the data required would not place any additional burden on countries, 
as it would be derived from the same dataset already collected for Figures 2.1 and 2.2. The figure 
simply represented a combined analysis of existing data, rather than a new or separate indicator 
requiring further national input.  

The EUA representative reflected on the relevance of Figure 2.3 and admitted that a proper 
assessment would require reviewing the actual visual representation from previous reports. She 
asked the Eurydice Co-chair to clarify how much variation existed between countries and 
whether any significant changes had occurred over the last two or three reporting cycles. This, 
she suggested, would help determine whether the figure remained meaningful or had become 
stagnant. She shared that, although not directly linked to a formal Bologna commitment, the 
combined duration of first and second cycle programmes was often a frequent question posed 
by individuals outside the Bologna and higher education policy community. While recognising 
the need to streamline the report, she suggested that if no substantial change had occurred and 
country differences were minimal, then it might be reasonable to drop the figure. Otherwise, 
she would support keeping it, at least in annexed form. 

In response, the Eurydice Co-chair highlighted that countries such as Kazakhstan, Turkey, and 
others in the Black Sea region tended to have significantly higher combined ECTS totals. He 
further pointed out that many countries in Eastern Europe also had relatively high combined 
workloads, while countries in Western and Northern Europe showed a more convergent trend, 
with lower total ECTS numbers. He emphasised that the situation was not entirely static, and 
that some developments had been observed over time - particularly in Eastern European 
countries - where there appeared to be a gradual move towards alignment with broader Bologna 
Process patterns. While acknowledging that this evolution could make the indicator relevant 
for monitoring purposes, he added that this did not necessarily imply that the figure had to be 
retained in the main body of the report. 

The Slovenian representative stated that he had no objection to removing the indicator 
represented by Figure 2.3. While acknowledging that it provided useful descriptive information, 
he noted that it did not correspond to any national strategic priority or political commitment 
at European level. He also briefly commented on the subsequent indicator related to short-cycle 
programmes, indicating that the same position applied. He concluded by saying that, unless he 
raised his hand during the discussion, it could be assumed that Slovenia supported the 
recommendations made in the draft proposal. 

The EQAR representative emphasised the importance of clearly identifying the rationale behind 
removing indicators. In his view, it was essential to distinguish whether the group was aiming 
to reduce the number of data points to be collected from member states, to lessen the workload 
required to process and analyse the collected data, or simply to shorten the final published 
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version of the report. He argued that the justification for retaining or dropping a specific 
indicator would vary significantly depending on which of these objectives was being pursued. 
Referring to the earlier clarification provided by the Eurydice Co-chair - namely that some 
indicators do not require additional data collection - he pointed out that such cases should be 
treated differently.  

In response, the Eurydice Co-chair clarified that the rationale for removing indicators was a 
combination of factors. He explained that the aim was to produce a shorter, more accessible 
report, to reduce the data collection burden on countries, and to manage the internal workload 
more effectively, given limited resources. He noted that the excessive volume of data in the 
previous cycle had delayed the validation process and impacted the overall quality of the report. 
He added that political relevance remained a key criterion when deciding what to retain, which 
is why indicators not formally linked to Bologna commitments - such as the combined workload 
of the first and second cycles - were being reconsidered for removal. 

The Austrian Co-chair added that, since the data for all three figures were already being 
collected, presenting them together in a single table - including bachelor, master, and combined 
ECTS workloads -would not represent an excessive addition. She pointed out that readers of the 
report would likely make such calculations themselves, and that providing the combined data 
explicitly could support a clearer understanding. She concluded that including the information 
in tabular form, particularly in an annex, seemed reasonable. The Eurydice Co-chair agreed with 
the Austrian Co-chair that combining the most common first and second cycle patterns into a 
single table would be simple and feasible.   

He then introduced the indicator on short-cycle programmes, noting that while this cycle was 
included in 2018, through the Paris Communiqué, since then there had been no substantial 
policy discussion at BFUG level. As the data had shown little to no change over time, and the 
topic had not advanced politically, he suggested that the indicator could be dropped, with no 
member opposing the proposal. The Eurydice Co-chair continued with Figure 2.5, which relates 
to integrated or long programmes leading directly to a second cycle qualification. He recalled 
past discussions on the acceptable threshold for such programmes within the scorecard 
indicator. While an initial 10% threshold had been proposed, it was eventually set at 20%, 
following concerns from some countries that higher proportions might be legitimate, 
particularly in fields such as medicine or veterinary science. He underlined, however, that if the 
proportion of such programmes becomes too widespread, it could undermine the logic of the 
Bologna three-cycle structure. He stated that the group should retain this indicator, either in 
the form of a figure in the report or as data in an annex. He then addressed the related indicator 
concerning programmes outside the Bologna degree structures, other than integrated ones. This 
includes programmes such as post-bachelor or post-master degrees, which do not fit into the 
established Bologna cycles and are often remnants of pre-Bologna national systems. While these 
may have national relevance, he stressed that they contradict the principle of structured 
progression through the three Bologna cycles. As with the previous case, he recommended 
retaining the data, with the possibility of placing it in an annex. 

The EUROSTUDENT representative raised a question regarding the availability of data for the 
indicators discussed. She asked whether data was available only for long integrated 
programmes, or if the distributions across all types of programmes were also known. She 
suggested that if the full distribution data existed, it could support the inclusion of a clear visual 
figure, showing how 100% of students in each country are distributed across different 
programme types. This would complement the scorecard indicator and offer useful context.  
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In response, the Eurydice Co-chair clarified that student-level data were not available for 
programmes outside the Bologna degree structures. The data collected only indicated the 
existence of such programmes in each country, not their size or student enrolment. He noted 
that the focus of the current indicator was to assess whether these programmes had been phased 
out or maintained, rather than to quantify their scale. 

The EUROSTUDENT representative clarified that her intention was not to suggest collecting 
additional data, but rather to propose a consolidated presentation of existing information. She 
suggested that indicators 2.5 to 2.7, along with data on short-cycle programmes (EQF level 5), 
could be combined into a single table showing the distribution of students across degree types. 
This could also include a simple qualitative assessment - for instance, a yes/no indication - on 
the extent to which Bologna implementation commitments were met.  

The Eurydice Co-chair clarified that, although a supplementary question had been included in 
the last data collection round for countries reporting programmes outside the Bologna 
structures - asking about student numbers - this information had not been verified thoroughly 
and was therefore not sufficiently reliable for use in a clear tabular format. He confirmed that 
the essential data for the scorecard would still be required, while the team would consider 
whether any additional representation (e.g. a combined table) might be feasible at a later stage. 

He then introduced the next indicator, concerning micro-credentials, noting that it had been a 
new addition in the 2024 report due to the high interest in the topic. However, as he argued 
that no explicit Bologna commitment currently addresses micro-credentials, he recommended 
that the group consider dropping this indicator to remain aligned with the core focus on 
monitoring formal political commitments.  

The French representative expressed disagreement with the proposal to drop the indicator on 
micro-credentials. He argued that, although the topic is complex, it is of significant interest and 
relevance. Maintaining the indicator would allow for the monitoring of trends over time, which 
could prove valuable for future developments. The Maltese Co-chair supported the position 
expressed by the French representative. He noted that, from a trend analysis perspective, 
retaining the indicator on micro-credentials could prove valuable, given the topicality of the 
subject and the potential for future changes.  

The Eurydice Co-chair acknowledged the high level of interest in micro-credentials but 
questioned whether it was appropriate for the Bologna Process Implementation Report to 
continue monitoring this topic. He noted that the European Commission had commissioned a 
dedicated survey on micro-credentials, with initial data already submitted but not yet 
published. Additionally, other actors, including the OECD, were actively producing reports on 
the topic. He emphasised that, while micro-credentials were indeed topical, there was currently 
no political commitment at EHEA level related to them. As such, he argued that indicators in 
the report should ideally be aligned with formal Bologna Process commitments, and suggested 
that the group consider dropping the indicator on micro-credentials in light of this. 

The EQAR representative agreed with France and Malta on the opinion to retain the indicator 
on micro-credentials. In response to the earlier point regarding the lack of a Bologna Process 
commitment, he noted that while micro-credentials are not listed among the key commitments, 
they are explicitly referenced in recent Communiqués, particularly in relation to flexible 
learning paths. He argued that this mention constitutes sufficient justification to retain the 
indicator and further emphasised the continued policy relevance of micro-credentials, 
suggesting that their inclusion in the report would help connect Bologna instruments to current 
debates in European higher education. 
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The Romanian representative supported the EQAR representative regarding the references to 
micro-credentials in the Bologna Process, noting that the Tirana Communiqué includes 
multiple mentions of the topic. He highlighted its relevance and used the opportunity to raise 
a broader question about how newly introduced commitments and themes from the Tirana 
Communiqué would be reflected in the forthcoming BPIR. 

The Eurydice Co-chair responded that the next stage of the discussion should include a review 
of any additional commitments not currently covered by the existing indicators. However, he 
explained that the present focus was to identify which indicators linked to established policy 
commitments could be dropped. He agreed that a subsequent step would involve considering 
new topics from recent Communiqués that may require the development of new indicators. 

The EQAR representative strongly supported keeping the indicator on microcredentials, 
echoing earlier speakers. She raised a broader point about the purpose of the Bologna Process 
Implementation Report, suggesting it should not only monitor existing political commitments 
but also serve as a forward-looking tool. According to EQAR, the report should highlight 
emerging trends that could inform future commitments. She argued that microcredentials are 
explicitly mentioned multiple times in the Tirana Communiqué and are highly relevant in 
current discussions. Therefore, their inclusion is justified both politically and in terms of 
timeliness. She also cautioned against excluding indicators simply because the topic is covered 
elsewhere, stating that the BPIR should be as comprehensive as possible, ideally serving as a 
one-stop resource for policymakers. Lastly, she proposed that the relationship between ECTS 
credits and microcredentials is particularly important for quality assurance and recognition and 
could be worth exploring, if not in this cycle, then perhaps in future ones. 

The Eurydice Co-chair considered that while the current indicator does implicitly touch on key 
aspects - such as whether microcredentials are included in National Qualifications Frameworks 
and linked to ECTS - this was not intended to be a comprehensive treatment of the topic. He 
admitted concerns that the group may not be able to do full justice to the subject, especially in 
a context where the aim is to reduce the overall volume of the report. Nonetheless, he expressed 
openness to retaining the existing indicator on microcredentials and potentially expanding it, 
depending on feasibility. Regarding the broader role of the Bologna Process Implementation 
Report, he reiterated that its primary purpose is to monitor agreed commitments. However, he 
welcomed the idea of using narrative sections - particularly those linked to the work of thematic 
working groups - to highlight issues needing future policy attention. These sections could 
include forward-looking reflections and areas for further development, based on progress or 
gaps observed during implementation. 

The Austrian Co-chair acknowledged that microcredentials are indeed a topic of high interest 
across countries and within the working structures. However, she pointed out that there is 
currently no formal Bologna commitment requiring the integration of microcredentials into 
national qualifications frameworks. She suggested that it might be useful to consult the TPGs 
on whether they are monitoring this aspect and whether they might recommend a formal 
commitment in the next Communiqué.  

The Eurydice Co-chair further argued that, for now, the only formal commitment regarding 
microcredentials exists at the European Union level, specifically through the Council 
Recommendation on the European approach to microcredentials. He acknowledged that 
ideally, a similar policy commitment should be extended to the EHEA, but that remains to be 
seen. He concluded that the argument for maintaining continuity - by keeping at least the 
indicator included in the 2024 report - is valid. Therefore, the indicator on microcredentials will 



 
 

Page 11 of 15 
 
      WG_Monitoring_2_PL_AL_Minutes_14.07.2025 

be retained at a minimum, and there may be additional narrative coverage if deemed necessary 
to reflect current developments and discussions. 

6.2 Recognition and Quality Assurance 

The focus shifted to the chapter on recognition, followed by the chapter on quality assurance. 
Regarding recognition, no objections were raised to retaining the indicators related to the 
implementation of the key principles of the Lisbon Recognition Convention (figure 2.12), nor to 
the one referring specifically to Article VII, which addresses the recognition of qualifications 
held by refugees (figure 2.13). The Eurydice Co-chair noted that although many countries 
acknowledge the general principles of the Lisbon Convention in legislation, Article VII is often 
not reflected in national legal frameworks, which justifies the continued monitoring of its 
implementation. 

However, the figure providing additional information on tools supporting the implementation 
of Article VII (such as the Council of Europe’s Qualifications Passport for Refugees and the 
ENIC-NARIC toolkit) was considered less relevant in the current context. As no one expressed 
a strong desire to keep this figure (figure 2.14), it was agreed that it would be removed. 

The indicator on automatic recognition of qualifications at system level (figure 2.15) was 
retained without discussion, as it had been improved in the last edition of the report and was 
seen as clearly defined and valuable. 

The Eurydice Co-chair proposed to move the indicator on recognition of prior learning (RPL) 
from the social dimension chapter to the recognition chapter. The rationale behind this change 
was twofold: first, that RPL is explicitly mentioned in the Tirana Communiqué, much like 
microcredentials; and second, that the move would contribute to a better balance between 
chapters in terms of length. As there were no objections, the change was approved. 

The discussion then turned to the quality assurance chapter. The main indicator on the 
development stage of national quality assurance systems in line with the ESG (indicator 2.16) 
was not contested and would remain in the report. However, the Eurydice Co-chair suggested 
that the figure showing a more detailed breakdown of the share of institutions reviewed by 
EQAR-registered agencies (figure 2.17) could be removed, as it provides supplementary 
information that may no longer be essential.  

The EQAR representative intervened to clarify that, although other indicators are of greater 
importance, the figure under discussion (regarding the share of institutions reviewed by EQAR-
registered agencies) does not represent any additional workload from their side. They confirmed 
that EQAR already holds this data and is able to provide it without issue. Furthermore, the 
EQAR representative invited the group to explore the EQAR knowledge base, which contains a 
range of ready-made datasets that could be useful. They encouraged the Co-chairs to reach out 
if there were other data of interest, reiterating that sharing such information would not require 
extra effort. 

The Eurydice Co-chair acknowledged the input, noting that one possible compromise could be 
to retain the main figure in the body of the report while placing the more detailed breakdown 
as supplementary information in an annex. 

In response, the EQAR representative reiterated that the data in question is already generated 
automatically and updated daily from the EQAR database. As such, providing this information 
does not create any additional workload for them. They clarified that, for EQAR, the rationale 
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for potentially removing the indicator should not be based on burden or feasibility, since the 
data is readily available and easily shareable in a ready-made format. 

6.3 Fundamental Values 

The Eurydice Co-chair acknowledged the complexities surrounding the fundamental values 
chapter, particularly in light of the recent project initiated by the Working Group on 
Fundamental Values. He outlined a preference for collecting the data themselves for the 
indicators intended for the 2027 report - especially those referring to legal provisions - rather 
than relying on a parallel data collection process conducted by the working group, which could 
lead to timing and quality assurance issues. 

Regarding the specific indicator on whether academic freedom is explicitly mentioned in 
national legislation - through constitutions, higher education laws, or other frameworks - the 
Eurydice Co-chair indicated a clear intention to retain it, given its importance and relevance to 
EHEA commitments. 

In response, the Slovenian representative expressed a general concern about the potentially 
misleading optics of an exclusively legalistic approach. He warned that focusing solely on 
whether concepts like academic freedom are enshrined in law might wrongly imply that the 
principle is fully respected and implemented in practice. The Slovenian representative 
emphasised the importance of balancing legal indicators with more practice-oriented evidence 
- such as survey data from academic staff or students - that could attest to the actual 
implementation of these values. He expressed hope that the ongoing project under the working 
group would address this gap but also noted the absence of such validation measures in the 
current structure, suggesting that surveys like Eurostudent or others could incorporate relevant 
questions in the future. 

The Eurydice Co-chair agreed on the limitations of a purely legalistic approach to monitoring 
fundamental values. He emphasised that this duality - between legal provisions and actual 
implementation - is indeed the core challenge in assessing fundamental values across the EHEA. 
He went on to explain that this is precisely the aim of the ongoing project led by the Working 
Group on Fundamental Values: to develop a methodology that combines information on the 
legal framework with data from various sources, including surveys of students, academic staff, 
institutions, and other stakeholders, to capture the de facto reality. However, the Co-chair also 
noted the uncertainty around how much the project would be able to achieve within its current 
timeline and whether the results would be ready in time for inclusion in the 2027 report. Because 
of this uncertainty, the Co-chair explained, they are trying to balance the need to avoid 
duplicating data collection efforts with the need to ensure that the report still covers 
fundamental values in some meaningful way. He underlined that, although they fully agreed 
that a chapter based solely on legal indicators would be incomplete and potentially misleading, 
the best solution was still unclear. It remains to be decided whether Eurydice would collect only 
the legal data and pass it to the project, whether the chapter would be significantly restructured 
or omitted depending on the project’s progress, or whether project-generated content would 
eventually be included in the final report. 

The EUA representative supported the concern regarding the limitations of a purely legalistic 
approach to fundamental values. She highlighted that EUA conducts the Trends survey in 
parallel with the BPIR and traditionally contributes with institution-level perspectives to the 
report. For this current cycle, she shared that EUA had secured project funding to carry out 
Trends - for the first time - with ESU as a partner, thereby allowing closer alignment with the 
Bologna with Student Eyes report. This partnership aims to develop survey tools that reflect 
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Bologna Process priorities while allowing for comparative insight between student and 
institutional perspectives. She noted that academic freedom and related issues were likely to be 
explored in greater detail in this upcoming Trends round. While previous editions had already 
included a few questions on the topic, there are plans to expand the scope, and that EUA 
remained committed to using its survey to provide complementary, practice-based insights to 
support and enrich the BPIR’s treatment of these topics. 

The Austrian Co-chair asked whether EUA was coordinating its efforts with the Working Group 
on Fundamental Values. In response, the EUA representative clarified that while she was not 
directly involved, her colleague who is part of the working group is leading the engagement on 
this topic and is also actively involved in drafting the Trends questionnaire. 

The Eurydice Co-chair welcomed this clarification and stressed its importance for ensuring 
complementarity between data collection efforts. He also raised a concern about the granularity 
of the data EUA could provide, specifically whether it could support country-level reporting. 

The EUA representative confirmed that, as in previous rounds, the Trends survey would not 
yield data representative at country level. While the 2020–2024 round had received nearly 500 
responses from higher education institutions, the data was primarily useful for system-wide or 
regional patterns rather than precise national comparisons. Nonetheless, EUA does attempt to 
group responses by country or region where possible to identify broader trends. 

The Eurydice Co-chair summarised the current limitations and possible next steps regarding 
the fundamental values chapter in the BPIR. He acknowledged that while some data - 
particularly on legal frameworks for academic freedom, integrity, and institutional autonomy - 
could be collected by Eurydice without difficulty, such data alone would offer a limited 
perspective. It would nevertheless not capture the practical realities of how fundamental values 
are upheld within institutions across the EHEA. In light of this and the connection with the WG 
on FV, he proposed maintaining flexibility: Eurydice could collect the legal data and make it 
available either for its own reporting or for use by the Working Group on FV, depending on 
what proves most feasible. He expressed openness to different approaches, including letting the 
WG on FV lead, provided they operate within the necessary timeframe. He also voiced personal 
reservations about monitoring certain complex areas such as public responsibility for higher 
education, suggesting a potential narrowing of focus to academic freedom, academic integrity, 
and institutional autonomy. He concluded by listing several figures and indicators that could 
be retained or revised, including those on legislative references to academic freedom, the 
evaluation of academic integrity and misconduct, and the composition of institutional 
governance bodies. However, he underlined that these proposals would need to be discussed 
and aligned with the Working Group on Fundamental Values. 

The Austrian Co-chair agreed, stating clearly that decisions could not be made at this stage. She 
supported holding a dedicated meeting with the co-chairs of the Working Group on 
Fundamental Values to understand their approach and timeline before determining what 
should be included in the next report. 

6.4 Social Dimension 

The Eurydice Co-chair reminded participants that the social dimension chapter in the 2024 
BPIR had been considerably expanded, following the adoption of the Principles and Guidelines 
for the Social Dimension in 2020. That report included ten scorecard indicators aligned with 
the ten principles. For the next edition of the report, however, it was agreed that only five 
scorecard indicators would be included in the chapter, while the remaining information could 
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be presented in annexes or retained for future reporting cycles. The intention was not to rank 
the ten principles by level of importance but rather to offer a representative distribution in 
terms of policy focus and performance across the EHEA. The proposed selection included a mix 
of indicators where implementation was assessed as relatively strong, moderate, or weak, based 
on the 2024 results. The idea was to ensure that the remaining indicators could be revisited in 
the following implementation report, thereby continuing the monitoring cycle.The proposal 
also suggested that some indicators previously covered in the social dimension chapter could 
be moved to more thematically relevant sections, such as the internationalisation and mobility 
chapter or the chapter on recognition, to improve overall balance across the report.The 
proposed selection would be discussed further with the Thematic Peer Group D on Social 
Dimension. No objections to this approach were raised in the meeting. 

6.5 Internationalisation and Mobility 

The Eurydice Co-chair opened the discussion on the final chapter, which concerns 
internationalisation and mobility. He noted that this was a chapter where the inclusion of 
quantitative data was particularly important, especially in relation to the mobility targets agreed 
at EHEA level. However, the availability and coverage of relevant data remained uncertain, 
depending largely on what could be retrieved from EHESO. Efforts were underway to expand 
the geographical scope of EHESO so that it includes all EHEA countries, not only on mobility 
data but also on other topics typically covered by Eurostat. Depending on what data becomes 
available, the team would include or reference quantitative indicators accordingly. For the time 
being, the chapter contained relatively limited qualitative indicators. One of these was student 
support portability - an EHEA commitment dating back to 2003. Although limited progress had 
been observed across countries in implementing truly portable student support systems, the 
commitment remained valid and worth monitoring. Therefore, the recommendation was to 
continue collecting data on this topic, retain the existing scorecard indicator, and possibly 
present sub-elements if space allowed. Another indicator originally featured in the social 
dimension chapter - focused on measures to support the participation of vulnerable, 
disadvantaged and underrepresented students in learning mobility - was proposed to be moved 
into the mobility chapter. This would allow the chapter to offer a more comprehensive 
perspective, not limited to mobility targets alone but also incorporating dimensions of 
inclusion. The corresponding scorecard indicator was already available and can be reused. In 
addition to these two scorecard indicators, the chapter may include any relevant quantitative 
data that can be secured, along with narrative reporting on developments drawn from the 
activities of the dedicated Working Group. 

The Austrian Co-chair supported including the indicator on support for underrepresented 
groups in the mobility chapter, noting it helps counter the idea that internationalisation is only 
for the privileged. She suggested adding a question on national internationalisation strategies 
and highlighted the value of using Eurostudent data, especially on ECTS recognition. Lastly, she 
asked whether EHESO would provide data on mobile students or graduates with a mobility 
experience, in line with the EEA indicator. 

The Eurydice Co-chair clarified that the EHESO data reflected what was available in ETER and 
Eurostat, and it was the same Eurostat data previously used to assess quantitative mobility. He 
added that the challenge was not the data itself, but the lack of comprehensive country 
coverage. On the question of where to place ECTS recognition from study periods (from 
Eurostudent), he noted that while it relates to mobility, it could also fit under recognition, so a 
decision was still needed on that placement. 
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The Austrian Co-chair underlined that while ECTS recognition is indeed a recognition matter, 
it is also closely linked to mobility and internationalisation. She noted that aspects such as 
whether higher education institutions provide mobility windows can significantly impact 
students’ ability to study abroad. Additionally, she suggested considering data on blended 
mobility formats, highlighting that relevant information may already be available through 
Eurostudent. 

The Eurydice Co-chair responded that he would support including Eurostudent data in the 
chapter and suggested further discussion with the Eurostudent representative on which data 
would be most relevant. Regarding the mention of internationalisation strategies, he noted that 
while such strategies exist at national level, they are often difficult to link systematically to 
institutional-level internationalisation strategies. As a result, their inclusion in the report would 
need to focus on the national level. 

The Eurostudent representative responded to the Austrian Co-chair by confirming that 
Eurostudent does collect relevant data on the topics mentioned before. She mentioned that if 
the group considers it valuable, the data could be included in the report. They also noted that, 
similar to EHESO, Eurostudent does not have full EHEA coverage, but reiterated their readiness 
to provide the available data if considered useful. 

The Eurydice co-chair welcomed the progress made during the meeting, noting that the group 
had a much clearer picture and a broadly shared understanding of the proposed direction. While 
further discussions were still needed with other working structures, there appeared to be strong 
alignment within the group regarding the selection of indicators, which lays the foundation for 
a manageable and well-supported process moving forward. He also acknowledged the point 
raised by the Romanian representative concerning the need to ensure that all relevant 
commitments from the Tirana Communiqué are properly addressed. He committed to 
reviewing the Communiqué in detail to identify any potential gaps in data coverage and to 
report back to the group accordingly. 

7. Next steps, division of tasks 

The Eurydice Co-chair outlined the immediate next steps, which include finalising the current 
proposal of indicators by incorporating any remaining elements raised during the meeting. 
Participants were invited to share any further suggestions in writing. In parallel, discussions 
would take place with the relevant working structures, and an updated version of the proposal 
will be circulated early in the autumn. 

The Austrian Co-chair confirmed that the next meeting would be held physically in Vienna, on 
15th-16th of October, starting in the afternoon and concluding the following afternoon. It was 
agreed that the proposal would be revised based on the current discussion and shared with the 
group, after which members would have 10 working days to provide written feedback. 

The updated proposal would also serve as the basis for consultation with other working 
structures. Looking ahead, the group intends to share the consolidated proposal with the BFUG 
following the October meeting - initially for information. The aim would be to secure approval 
at the Copenhagen BFUG meeting, with the understanding that this would formalise a set of 
indicators already agreed upon through a thorough and inclusive consultation process. Any 
major objections from BFUG members would need to be raised in advance, as reopening the 
discussion at that stage would not be feasible. 

There was no other business. The meeting ended at 12:20 CEST. 


