[image: image3.jpg]LE GOUVERNEMENT
DU GRAND-DUCHE DE LUXEMBOURG

Ministére de I'Enseignement supérieur
et de la Recherche





Doc. Code: BFUGBoard_LU_LI_47_3a

Last modified: 17.03.2015 

MEETING OF THE BOARD OF THE BOLOGNA FOLLOW-UP GROUP

Reykjavik, 24 February 2015, 09:00 – 16:30
Draft minutes
List of participants

	Country/ Organisation
	Representative

	Armenia
	Apologies

	BFUG Secretariat
	Gayane Harutyunyan

	BFUG Secretariat
	Ani Hovhannisyan

	CoE/ Structural Reforms WG
	Sjur Bergan

	EC
	Adam Tyson

	EC
	Klavdija Cernilogar

	EC
	Mette Moerk Andersen

	ESU/ Social Dimension and Lifelong Learning WG
	Elisabeth Gehrke

	EUA
	Michael Gaebel

	EURASHE
	Johan Cloet

	Holy See
	Friedrich Bechina

	Iceland
	Hellen Gunnarsdottir

	Iceland
	Una Strand Viðarsdottir

	Italy
	Maria Sticchi Damiani

	Latvia
	Jolanta Silka

	Latvia/Reporting on the Bologna Process Implementation WG
	Andrejs Rauhvargers

	Liechtenstein
	Daniel Miescher

	Luxembourg
	Apologies

	Mobility and Internationalisation WG
	Gottfried Bacher


1. Information by the BFUG Chairs: Latvia and Iceland

The Chair, Ms. Una Strand Viðarsdottir, opened the BFUG Board meeting by welcoming the participants on behalf of the Ministry of Education, Science and Culture of Iceland and highlighted that it was a pleasure for Iceland to share the BFUG Co-Chairing responsibilities with Latvia. Furthermore, the Chair introduced the agenda of the meeting. 
Mr. Andrejs Rauhvargers (Latvia) informed the Board that the upcoming BFUG meeting will take place in the University of Latvia on 24-25 March 2015. 
The Board was notified that there were 17 participants present at the meeting. 

2. Adoption of the agenda

        Documents:    BFUGBoard_LV_IS_44_2a [Draft agenda] 

                             BFUGBoard_LV_IS_44_2b [Draft annotated agenda]
The agenda of the meeting was adopted without any amendments. 

3. Adoption of the draft minutes of the BFUG Board meeting, Vatican City, 9 July 2014 and taking note of the draft outcome of proceedings of the BFUG meeting, Riga 26-27 January 2015

Documents:    BFUGBoard_LV_IS_44_3a [BFUG Board Vatican draft minutes] 
                             BFUGBoard_LV_IS_43_3b [BFUG Riga draft outcome of proceedings] 

The Vatican BFUG Board meeting minutes were adopted with slight amendments.  The Board also took note of the draft outcome of proceedings of the Riga BFUG meeting and suggested some rephrasing. 

4. Revised paper on the Bologna Process revisited: The future of the EHEA
Document:   BFUGBoard_LV_IS_44_4 [Bologna Process Revisited_Future of the EHEA] 
The Chair reminded the Board members that the document was discussed during the Riga January BFUG meeting and two main points were stressed by the BFUG for the improvement, which are as follows:

· The point on the scientific research and technological development (point 4 p.8) should be split into two different points. 

· The point made on higher education (HE) being a public good through public responsibility and public/private funding (point 2, p. 7) should be made explicit by stating that what is meant is public and/or private funding but not about compulsory mix of the two since there is a choice which is open to all the EHEA member countries.  

Thus, the Board was invited to discuss the revised version of the document and the following comments were made:

· On p. 1 in the last bullet point there is a need to rephrase “the European Higher Education (HE)” to “Higher Education (HE) in the European region” in order to stress the meaning of the words “international competitiveness”.

· On p. 5 in the heading “Cooperation vs. competitiveness” the word “competitiveness” should be changed to “competition”.
· On p. 7 in the second bullet point of the 1 point it should read “ensuring that learning and teaching, as well as students’ involvement in curriculum development, are properly included in both internal and external quality enhancement processes”.  

Thus, the Board recommended that the final revised document, including the minor amendments suggested by the Board, should be circulated to the BFUG members and they can share it with the Ministers before the Yerevan Ministerial Conference. Since it will be the final version of the document no further comments should be made. Moreover, the document will not be discussed during the Riga March BFUG meeting. 

5. Yerevan Ministerial Communiqué (Draft 1) 

     Documents:    BFUGBoard_LV_IS_44_5 [Cover note_ revised draft of the Yerevan  

                          Communiqué]

                          BFUG_LV_IS_44_5_Annex1 [Revised draft_ Yerevan Communiqué]

                          BFUG_LV_IS_44_5_Annex2 [Revised draft_ Yerevan Communiqué_EUA]

                          BFUG_LV_IS_44_5_Annex3 [EC_Draft Communiqué_Bologna-a new reality]

Finally, the document can serve as the background paper for the parallel sessions of the Yerevan Ministerial Conference. 
Mr. Andrejs Rauhvargers (Latvia) informed the Board that during the BFUG meeting in Riga held on 25-26 January 2015 the first draft of the Yerevan Communiqué was discussed.  Moreover, the revised draft on the basis of the discussions held in Riga was circulated to the BFUG members for comments and 24 delegations submitted their comments. Moreover, the EC and EUA prepared their own proposals for the draft Communiqué.  
Thus the three documents were presented for the Board’s consideration:

· Revised draft of the Yerevan Communiqué following the comments of the BFUG

· Proposal draft of the Yerevan Communiqué by the EUA 

· Proposal draft of the Yerevan Communiqué by the EC

The drafting group also prepared a cover note explaining the revision process as well as presenting issues for the Board’s consideration. For the document, please, see below:
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Concerning the recommendations of the Board 1) whether to undertake a substantial rewrite of the draft, and 2) if so, which of the alternative versions to use as the basis, it was noted that:


· There are lots of good ideas in the three documents and therefore it will be good to make a combination of the three.   

· There is a need for a strong and clear political message to be reflected in the Yerevan Communiqué and the emphasis should be made more on what still needs to be done at the same time recognising what has already been done. 

· Three to five main ideas should be stressed as future priorities in the Communiqué.  

· As the BFUG had decided to take a completely different approach for the structure and content of the Yerevan Communiqué than that employed in the writing of previous Communiqués, there is a need to avoid the text reflecting individual/particular interests. Thus, the challenge is to make this Communiqué a political commitment that will be able to reboot the process.

· At the same time the main actors of the Bologna Process/EHEA should find themselves reflected in the Communiqué. 

· There is a need to come up with the renewed vision. 

As for the content of the Communiqué it was underlined that: 

· Prominent place should be given to the problems that the society faces today.  

· Role of HE should be focused and highlighted. 

· There is a need to underline the role of HE in educating young people, and helping people who have lost their employment to re-enter the labour market.  

· The work programme should be reflected as little as possible. 

Thus, after the deliberations the Board agreed and recommended the following structure for the revised Communiqué:

1. To start with achievements and challenges with an emphasis on the latter; 

2. To name the challenges/main issues and these might be:
2.1 Implementation, which should include 1) support and 2) consequences of non-implementation despite the support;
2.2 Teaching and learning, including new technologies; 

2.3 Societal challenges, increasing participation and inclusion;
2.4 Economy, employability; 

3 To describe the working methods and internal organisation to meet the challenges identified; 

4 To reflect the measures adopted;
5 To include a part welcoming new members and the host of the 2018 Ministerial Conference and the Bologna Secretariat. 
As for the objections raised by Denmark, Finland, Poland, and Sweden concerning the proposals by the Mobility and Internationalisation WG which are reflected in the appendix to the draft Communiqué, it was noted that there is a need to clarify what the exact reasons for the objections are, since these objections were not raised at the Riga January BFUG meeting when the report was adopted. Hence, those recommendations should be kept in the appendix as the BFUG already adopted the report in January and the countries listed above can make their case to the BFUG if they want to.  

Finally the Board asked the drafting group to redraft the Yerevan Communiqué based on the three existing documents and following the structure agreed by the Board. The new version of the Communiqué should be submitted to the BFUG members for discussion at the Riga March BFUG meeting. 

6. Fourth Bologna Policy Forum Statement (Draft 1)
Ms. Gayane Harutyunyan (BFUG Secretariat) noted that the statement of the Fourth Bologna Policy Forum (BPF) is linked to the Communiqué and will be revised based on the redraft of the Communiqué and presented during the Riga March BFUG meeting. Moreover, the main stress in the document should be on the format of the BPF, goals of the event as well as the follow up measures. 

The deliberations that followed underlined the following:
· A form of the sustainable dialogue with other regions as the EHEA has not been found yet. For this reason it is important to highlight not only the input of the BPF participants in the event but the input of the EHEA members as well. 

· The fact that there was little discussion about the BPF statement during the Riga January BFUG meeting, while the BFUG had an extensive discussion on the Communiqué is an indication of the relative importance of those two different events. Thus, in order to make the BFP a success there is a need to find a way of maintaining a sustainable dialogue with the Mediterranean region and neighbourhood of the EHEA beyond the periodic event. 

· There is a need to identify key issues that could motivate the Fourth BPF invitees to participate in the event and this might be 1) what has been achieved and done in the Bologna Process and 2) what is planned to be done in the future. 

· The challenge that there is no budget for the EHEA and BPF and the participants of both events take care of their expenses should also be considered. 

· The BFUG should discuss the future of the Forum more strategically under the 2015-2018 work programme. 

Last but not least it was noted that the BPF participants will have the possibility during the Yerevan Ministerial Conference to discuss the statement and contribute to the text. 

The Board agreed that the revised draft of the Fourth BPF statement should be presented for discussion during the Riga March BFUG meeting.  

7. Update on the preparation of the Ministerial Conference and Fourth Bologna Policy Forum in Yerevan in 2015

Documents:  BFUGBoard_LV_IS_44_7 [Programme for the Yerevan MC and Fourth BPF]
Ms. Gayane Harutyunyan (BFUG Secretariat) updated the Board that invitation letters for the Yerevan Ministerial Conference had already been sent to the EHEA Ministers, BFUG consultative members and partner organisations. Moreover, the invitations for the participants of the Fourth BPF had been sent as well. 

It was also noted that each delegation might be composed of five people. Moreover, each Head of the Delegation should appoint a contact person and that registration is open on the official website (http://bologna-yerevan2015.ehea.info/) until the deadline of 1 April 2015. 

Thus, the Board was invited to discuss the programme of the Yerevan Ministerial Conference and Fourth BPF and the following comments were made:

· There is a need to ensure that the parallel sessions reflect the main ideas of the paper on the Bologna Process revisited: The future of the EHEA. 

· In the current programme there is a difference between the participants of the first parallel session and the other three and therefore, it is important to ensure, through good chairing, that the participants of all the parallel sessions speak during the presentation of the conclusions from the parallel sessions. 

· It is necessary to clarify whether there is a need to have the discussion of the Communiqué during the first day of the Conference if it will also be discussed in the morning of the second day. This will be required only in case major changes are proposed to be reflected in the Communiqué. Therefore, it is important to be in touch with the BFUG members between the period of the Riga March BFUG meeting and Ministerial Conference in order to follow up on this. Moreover, the two-hour BFUG meeting in the morning of 14 May 2015 should be used to finalise the Communiqué, and if more time is required the discussion of the Communiqué during the second day can be prolonged. 

· According to the programme the plenary sessions are split parallel between the EHEA Ministers and BPF participants, therefore it is important to ensure that if not the Heads of Delegations at least senior people from the EHEA should be present at the plenary sessions of the BPF. 

· There is a need to carefully look at the topics for the discussions of the BPF participants and enough time should be allocated for them to talk among themselves about their cooperation with their neighbours in the EHEA. 

· It is important to consider what kind of introduction would best serve the purpose of the meeting.  At the same time it is vital to discuss the profile of the keynote speakers as well as the moderators since the discussions should be stimulated by directing the participants to speak to the target and finally trying to draw the discussion towards some kind of conclusion. 

Finally, Ms. Gayane Harutyunyan (BFUG Secretariat) informed the Board that during the Riga March BFUG meeting a list of the keynote speakers and moderators will be presented for the discussion of the BFUG together with the revised programme for the Yerevan Ministerial Conference and Fourth Bologna Policy Forum reflecting the comments proposed by the Board.  
8. Update on the EHEA accession

Documents:   BFUGBoard_LV_IS_44_8a [Belarus EHEA accession_elements for     

                    discussion and recommendations]

                    BFUGBoard_LV_IS_44_8b [Kosovo
 EHEA accession_elements for  

                    discussion and recommendations]
Mr. Sjur Bergan (CoE) informed the Board that Kosovo has still not applied for accession to the European Cultural Convention despite the fact that it has announced publicly that it intends to apply for the membership of the CoE sometime in March 2015. Therefore, it now seems unlikely that any application by Kosovo for accession to the European Cultural Convention could be decided in time for the Yerevan Ministerial Conference. 

Therefore, probably from the procedural point of view there will be no decision made during the Yerevan Ministerial Conference. 

In terms of content, it was noted that the analysis of Kosovo’s application for EHEA accession was prepared by the ad-hoc committee and it demonstrates that certain problems have not been solved yet. Moreover, there are a number of areas where the implementation of Bologna policies is not entirely satisfactory. At the same time there are a number of important achievements which should be taken into consideration. 

Finally it was underlined that based on the conclusion of the analysis of Kosovo’s application for the EHEA accession it can be concluded that had Kosovo been party to the European Cultural Convention, it would probably have been accepted to the EHEA. 

The Board members agreed that the BFUG could recommend that Ministers decide that Kosovo may accede to the EHEA from such time as it becomes a party to the European Cultural Convention should this occur after the 2015 and before the 2018 Ministerial Conference. 

Moreover, it is important to point out that whatever the decision will be on both applications for EHEA accession, international assistance is needed. 

As for the EHEA accession application of Belarus, Mr. Sjur Bergan (CoE) noted that the country is a party to the European Cultural Convention. Moreover, the analysis of the Belarusian application for EHEA accession was prepared by the ad-hoc committee based on the application of the country as well as the alternative report submitted by the Belarusian Independent Bologna Committee.  

It is apparent that there are a good number of points on which Belarus is far from satisfying the Bologna principles and goals and these are thoroughly underlined in the report prepared by the ad-hoc committee. However, as indicated by the BFUG during the Riga January BFUG meeting, whatever the decision on Belarus accession to the EHEA would be, it should be evidence-based and the consequences should be taken into consideration. 

Finally, the Board was reminded that the CoE will organise a visit to Minsk on 3 and 4 March 2015. A conference for the Belarusian higher education community will be held on 3 March while on 4 March bilateral meetings will be organised with the Belarusian authorities and stakeholder organisations with the participation of the Bologna Secretariat, CoE, EC, EI, ESU, Germany, the Holy See, Latvia and Poland. 

The deliberations that followed underlined that:  

· The main task of the Board concerning this point on the agenda is to clarify options for the BFUG to be discussed and agreed during the Riga March BFUG meeting. 

· As was suggested during the Riga January BFUG meeting, there could be three options for Belarus accession, which are 1) granting Belarus access to the EHEA 2) rejection of the application 3) access made conditional on the fulfilment of a roadmap with conditions to be met. 

Moreover, the Board advised the following two forms for the third option, which are:

1. Commitment to future accession: Permitting access at a future date on condition of the completion of the key reforms set out in the roadmap. In the meantime, Belarus would be invited to participate in all appropriate peer learning activities and to observe the proceedings of the BFUG. 
2. Accession now, accompanied by a commitment by the Belarusian authorities to agreeing the roadmap with the BFUG and implementing it over the next three years.

If desired, either of these approaches could be designated as giving observer or associate status to Belarus, leading to full membership on completion of the roadmap of reforms.

The Board highlighted that more information will be available after the mission to Minsk. At the same time a short paper outlining the different options for Belarus accession should be prepared and presented to the BFUG serving as basis for the decision making during the Riga March BFUG meeting. Moreover, the paper should clarify what the conditions should be in different options. The European Commission offered to write this document and the offer was accepted by the Board.
9.  Draft agendas of the BFUG meetings, Riga, 24-25 March 2015   
     Documents:      BFUGBoard_LV_IS_44_9 [Rome BFUG meeting draft agenda] 

Mr. Andrejs Rauhvargers (Latvia) presented the main topics on the draft agenda of the Riga March BFUG meeting to the attention of the Board. 
Thus, it was suggested to delete the agenda points 9 (Information on the preparation for handover of the BFUG Secretariat responsibilities, EHEA website, backoffice and archive) and 10 (Updates from the EC, consultative members, EQAR (written contributions only)) in order to ensure enough time for the BFUG discussions of the rest of the points on the agenda as well as slight reformulation was suggested for the point 8 so that it read “BFUG opinion on the applications to the EHEA accession”. 
10.  Any other business
The Chair noted that there were no items to be included in ‘AOB’ and closed the meeting, while thanking the Board members for their fruitful discussions and contributions.
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� All reference to Kosovo, whether to the territory, institutions or population, in this text shall be understood in full compliance with United Nations Security Council Resolution 1244 and without prejudice to the status of Kosovo.
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COVER NOTE

REVISED DRAFT OF THE YEREVAN COMMUNIQUÉ

The BFUG meeting in Rīga on January 25 – 26 had a first discussion of the draft Yerevan Communiqué.  A revised draft on the basis of the discussions in Rīga was circulated to all delegations for comments. 24 delegations submitted comments.

Delegations were invited to submit clearly identifiable suggestions for concrete rewording and/or delegations, preferably as track changes to the draft sent for consultations. Most delegations broadly followed these guidelines but in the case of two submissions, it was impossible for the drafting group to identify concrete suggestions, either because these were not indicated or because the suggestions were very general comments rather than proposals for amendments.  Overall, we received substantially more comments and proposed amendments to the introduction than to other parts of the draft.

On the basis of these comments, the drafting group now submits a revised draft for the Board’s consideration (Appendix 1).

In developing the revised draft, the drafting group reviewed all comments and even if a good number of choices inevitably had to be made, the drafting group sought to take account of as many suggestions as possible. This, however, resulted in a draft of more than 4 pages. 

Therefore, the drafting group reviewed the draft once again and cut it down to slightly more than 3 pages. This is probably still longer than what the BFUG would wish in principle but it is considerably shorter than what the BFUG would wish based on the comments submitted. The revised draft as submitted now is therefore more than a simple review of comments received; in some cases, the drafting group has had to develop new wording.  

The drafting group takes the view that the communiqué should focus on decisions by Ministers.  These do not necessarily need to be explained or justified in detail as it was suggested in several cases. When the drafting group attempted to accommodate those suggestions in the draft, both  the size of the communique grew substantially and also the communique became more technical than political; in part it read like technical instructions to carry out certain tasks.   Drafting group has therefore, in general, not taken up suggestions intended to provide an explanatory narrative for specific measures.  It has also sought to avoid repetition.

The Board is invited to review the draft and to prepare the discussion of the revised communiqué in BFUG on March 24 – 25.  In so doing, it may in particular wish to consider the following issues:

· Most delegations are broadly happy with the revised structure and most comments are comments of detail.  However, the EUA (Appendix 2) and the European Commission (Appendix 3) propose major rewrites. These proposals, which diverge considerably not only from the draft sent for consultation but also from each other, are too extensive to incorporate with simple amendments to the existing text and based on the comments by the remaining 22 delegations, the drafting group did not have the mandate to base the new revised draft on either of these proposals but the Board should consider whether and how these proposals should be used in the further work on the communiqué.  The Board therefore needs to decide: (a) whether to undertake a substantial rewrite the draft, and (b) if so, which of the alternative versions to use as the basis.



· The revised draft builds on what the drafting group read as the BFUG’s position in January that the draft should emphasize future challenges over past achievements, be more political, and also provide a link between higher education and broader societal and political challenges. We have therefore not taken on board a number of comments saying the communiqué should begin with a more upbeat overview of main achievements. The board should consider whether it agrees with this position.



· Denmark, Finland, Poland, and Sweden all raise objections to part of the proposals by the Mobility and Internationalization WG, as these are reflected in the appendix to the draft communiqué.  However, these objections were not raised at the January BFUG, when the report was adopted.  Does the Board take the view that these issues were decided through the adoption of the report in January or does it recommend that the discussion of the report be reopened in March?



· While most delegations are happy for Ministers to “endorse” the reports by the working groups etc., some prefer terms such as “take note of” or “acknowledge”. These terms are, in the view of the drafting group, too weak.
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