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Participants

	Country / Organization
	Name

	Austria
	Harald Tiz

	Belgium / Flemish Community
	Magalie Soenen

	Czech Republic
	Věra Štastná

	France
	Hélène Lagier

	Germany 
	Peter Greisler

	Germany 
	Birger Hendriks

	Latvia (Co-Chair)
	Andrejs Rauhvargers

	Luxembourg (Co-Chair)
	Germain Dondelinger 

	Luxembourg
	Claude Schaber

	The Netherlands
	Marlies Leegwater

	Switzerland
	Martin Teichgräber

	Turkey
	Ercan Laçin

	ENQA
	Maria Kelo

	ESU
	Allan Päll

	ESU
	Magnus Malnes

	EUA
	Michael Gaebel

	EURASHE
	Stefan Delplace

	European Commission
	Frank Petrokowski

	EUROSTAT
	Fernando Reis

	EUROSTUDENT
	Dominic Orr

	EURYDICE
	David Crosier

	EURYDICE
	Viera Kerpanova

	EURYDICE
	Daniela Kocanova

	EURYDICE
	Anna Horvath

	BFUG Secretariat
	Ligia Deca

	BFUG Secretariat
	Mario Ruse


Apologies have been received from: Ilmari Hyvönen (Finland), Tone Flood Strøm (Norway), Stojan Sorčan (Slovenia), Rafael Bonete (Spain) and Alex Young (UK / Scotland). 

Welcome and opening 

The host and Co-Chair (Germain Dondelinger, Luxembourg) welcomed the participants and opened the meeting.

1. Adoption of the agenda 

Document: 

Draft agenda 

The draft agenda was unanimously adopted without changes.
2. Minutes of the meeting on 1st of July 2011 

Document: 

Draft minutes of meeting held in Riga on 01 July 2011

The draft minutes were adopted without comments.

3. Scorecard indicators

Document:

Presentation on scorecard indicators 


Andrejs Rauhvargers, the Latvian Co-Chair, made the input presentation with the title “Overview of the stocktaking indicators for the integrated implementation report for the BFUG 2012”.

He firstly underlined that the situation of the reporting exercise had been improved after the last deadline set by the BFUG. The Latvian Co-Chair presented the main findings concerning the stakeholders’ involvement in drafting the national reports (as in the administrative part 1.0):

· 22 countries said they had included all the stakeholders’ groups (among them eight had provided the names of the participants involved in the consultations);
· four countries said that only the ministry representatives had been involved;

· seven countries declared that there had been no students or employers’ representatives involved;

· one country said that there had been no employers or academics’ representatives consulted;

· seven countries reported that no employers’ representatives participated;

· one country reported that no ministry representative had been involved.

The speaker concluded that less than half of the countries actually had involved the stakeholders in drafting the national reports according to the recommendation made by the data collectors.

With regard to the nine scorecard indicators, the speaker mentioned the next main findings:

· Indicator 1 (implementation of first and second cycle) – was not changed, but the data collection methodology had been changed and hence it was not very easy to merely provide affirmative answers. Therefore, there was quite a difference between the current results and the 2009 stocktaking outcomes: 25 countries with dark green (compared to 31 in 2009) and 13 countries in light green (compared to 10 in 2009).

· Indicator 2 (access to the next cycle) - some countries had treated short cycles as something outside of the Bologna Process. With the observation that there might be possible mistakes in answers, the present results showed 22 countries in dark green that was reflecting the transition between cycles (comparing to 42 in 2009). The other colours had not changed significantly.

· Indicator 3 (implementation of the NQF) - it had been transformed by adapting it to the 10 steps given by the QF Working Group (WG). No country said they were at step eight (due to the fact that countries were asked whether programmes were redesigned on the basis of learning outcomes (LO) and included in the NQF). The green results in 2012 were better than in 2009. For their report (and not for the use of the scorecard), the QF WG had discussed to divide the ‘yellow’ group of 17 countries in two groups.

· Indicator 4 (development of external QA system) - the ‘green’ sector was smaller than in 2009. The Group should decide whether the QA system (in line with the ESG) should cover ‘research’ as well.  
· Indicator 5 (level of student participation in QA) - the results did not look very well as it became more difficult to be in the ‘green zone’, due to the requirement for involvement of students in governance of QAAs (the first two bullets in dark green had been previously together and the speaker suggested to split the current requirements even more in the future).

· Indicator 6 (international participation in QA) - no country in dark green, due to the introduction in the criteria of the possibility that HEIs be evaluated by QA agencies from outside the country. 
· Indicator 7 (implementation of Diploma Supplement) - there were no structural changes of the indicator, but the results went down (i.e. only 16 countries in dark green compared to 26 in 2009) mostly due to the introduction of the terms ‘automatically’ and ‘every graduate’ for the dark green area, which means a fulfilment 100% to move to the next colour. In the various templates for Diploma Supplement received, under ‘status of HEI’ many countries had listed ‘state institution’ not the QA status (such as ‘accredited’ etc). The learning outcomes described in the Diploma Supplement templates received were not always properly formulated. 
· Indicator 8 (implementation of ECTS) - lower results in dark green (20 countries in 2012 compared to 35 in 2009), due to the requirement that ECTS were linked with LOs and that ECTS were used for both transfer and accumulation, but also better results in light green (15 countries in 2012 compared to two in 2009). Beforehand countries had used ECTS mostly for transfer, but less for accumulation (at present there were situations in which accumulation was predominant).

· Indicator 9 (RPL) – there were 11 countries in dark green (compared to 19 in 2009) and 14 countries in red, which was the highest amount so far (8 countries more than in 2009).

At this stage, the Luxembourg Co-Chair summarized as follows:

· the share of countries in the dark green group decreased in most cases, due to the fine tuning of the indicators, which led to more streamlining of understanding for some Bologna tools and a greater harmonization of the concept;
· new elements had been introduced within some of the indicators. The Group should decide whether they could/ should be included in this round of the scorecarding or in the next:

· whether research should be part of QA systems compliant with the ESG or not; 

· whether accreditation decisions can be taken by an accreditation agency outside of the country where the HEI operates; 

· whether the Diploma Supplement should only be considered implemented if it is done as understood by the EU guidelines: automatically issued and according to the UNESCO template.

The following points were made in the discussion that followed:

· as the conditions were naturally changing from time to time, the indicators became more demanding and this should be explained in the report;
· concerning the QA of research, it probably would not be reasonable to harmonise the evaluation procedures across the EHEA, especially when they are linked to funding. So, the evaluation of research by a foreign QAA might present some problems;

· to accept the systematic differences between some countries and, in this context, to not include research in the QA scorecard indicator in the future;
· on international participation in QA: to insert the word ‘also’ in the same line;

· to carefully define international participation in QA, as in some countries it might be   allowed to have an external QAAs accrediting another, if it was a member of European Consortium for Accreditation (e.g. the Netherlands);
· it was not the proper moment to move towards including research in the scope of current QA practices. The example of the Czech Republic was presented in which a clear distinction between accreditation and evaluation for quality enhancement was made and the authority to accredit was reserved based on the evaluation received and therefore this decision could not be externalised. In this context it was suggested an intermediate step as more adequate;
· in the case of countries where there was only programme level accreditation, Diploma Supplement could not make a statement about the QA status of the entire institution;
· on QA, France understood as ‘are we ok with the ESG?’. France would not have a problem with having research inserted, because it would be an interesting indication; 

· on accreditation decisions, France was not prepared to externalise it. It would be interesting for the ministers to know what was happening, but not as part of scorecarding;

· on EQAR, the role of the Register role was to check whether the agencies were operating according to the ESG, not to establish a QA market.

The data collectors informed that countries had been also asked to explain how the external evaluation of a foreign agency had been used, if it was allowed. A country had not been counted as green if the evaluation performed by an external agency cannot be used in the same way as the one from the national agency.

The Luxembourg Co-Chair explained that the EQAR had been set-up to provide a guarantee of quality of the QAAs and their decisions and, as a second aim, to allow for HEIs to choose from various agencies listed in EQAR. While reminding that in 2005 there had been the same debates when discussing the ESG and when EQAR had been set-up, he appreciated that - in the context of having no decision on whether EQAR should fulfil the second aim - the Reporting WG was faced with the same situation. The Group could not include this issue in the scorecard indicator and should take note that the disagreement persists. The issue could be put forward in the next BFUG meeting, if the Group wanted to include it as a future goal.

Birger Hendriks (Germany) supported the idea to not use this issue as an indicator for the scorecard while mentioning it as a political point in the Executive Summary.
The Luxembourg Co-Chair proposed that for the inclusion of research in the QA arrangements scope (in line with the ESG) the same conclusion should be reached: no scorecard indicator inclusion, but raising it as  a political issue. The Group should not exclude applying the ESG for evaluating research, but the evaluation of research often has financial implications. The QA network should be given guidance on this issue. The E4 should not revise the ESG by including research in their scope, if various countries in the EHEA would oppose it, since this was a political decision.

The Latvian Co-Chair said that for the EQAR agencies acting in various countries, if the accreditation was not included in the decision of acceptance, than the Group should take it out altogether.

Peter Greisler (Germany) emphasised that the ministers should be informed which countries were allowing HEIs to be evaluated by foreign QAAs.

The Luxembourg Co-Chair concluded that this would not be a scorecard indicator and recommended to clearly explain the aspects discussed at the political level.  

4. Structure of the implementation report 

Document:

Draft chapter structures for the implementation report
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David Crosier, while thanking EUROSTUDENT and EUROSTAT for their support, explained how the preliminary first draft report had been developed, by mentioning:

· difficulties with the delayed responses and the asymmetry of the information received on various chapters (e.g. data on employability was rather data on employment);

· very little time for proper editing and English revision; 

· the Social Dimension chapter was the most developed, as it already included the comments received from the Reporting and Social Dimension WGs.  Although not yet finalised, it was the closest to the final form.

In terms of commitments expected, he mentioned there would be no need on factual corrections on country information, as the report would be reviewed for factual errors by the BFUG in late November or early December. Sometimes the mistakes belonged to the data collectors, but some mistakes came from the information provided by the countries, so the factual check should be made against that.
He mentioned the persons that had contributed at drafting the chapters, namely: Anna Horvath on Chapter 1 (Introduction), Andrejs Rauhvargers on Chapter 2 (Degrees and Qualifications), David Crosier on Chapter 3 (QA), Anna Horvath on Chapter 5 (Outcomes and Employability), Daniela Kocanova on Chapter 6 (LLL), Viera Kerpanova on Chapter 7 (Mobility) and almost everyone on Chapter 4 (Social Dimension) but mainly Daniela Kocanova for its revision.

The main points of discussions are mentioned below:

· the style was appreciated as easily readable, while more contribution from EURYDICE in some chapters was asked for;
· the report also included some political comments / appreciations, which should be placed probably in the Executive Summary and the Group should clarify whether it was good to preserve them or not;
· it was questioned whether the draft report should relate to the conclusions of the WGs reports;
· something about the future directions of data collection should be said;
· sometimes one might have the impression that the indicators were standalone; it would be useful to highlight the link between various findings / indicators;

· additional efforts should be made to have more coherence and precision in the terminology and in the graphics (these sometimes required more clarifications);
· it was asked whether the name of the report was decided or not;
· there were still scorecard indicators not represented by figures;

· the colour scheme from the scorecard indicators was not used in the maps and graphs;

· it would be useful to mention the data source and have a table of contents;
· harmonisation of the countries order in the graphs was asked for.

The Luxembourg Co-Chair concluded that:

· the political comments should be taken out from the chapters and moved in the Executive Summary;

· the WGs reports should be included in the chapters;

· future data collection recommendations would be welcomed;

· it was expected the data collectors view on the using of the same colour scheme across the board in the report, which attached a value judgement where there was none (for the items where there were no scorecards).

The Latvian Co-Chair appreciated that it would be dangerous and technically very difficult to harmonise the colour scheme.

David Crosier (EURYDICE) replied to the questions and proposals made as follows:

· with regard to the link with the WGs reports, there was no time for a proper consultation  with the WGs, but the data collectors aimed for a complementary approach; for example there was a quantitative approach of the data collectors on the mobility, since the Mobility WG was working on the policy aspects;

· the data collectors took note of the suggestions and agreed that the indicators need to be linked, not described separately; the data collectors would try to be accurate and precise in the terminology as the chapters developed;

· there was no final name of the report decided, so a discussion on this would be welcomed;

· the scorecard indicators’ colour scheme was separated from the rest of the report. The data collectors’ graphic designer would come with a proposal. It would have to be clear where colours have a value judgement or not;

· regarding the order of countries, sometimes there was a need to list them alphabetically and sometimes to show a hierarchy. Once the report was finalised, a harmonised approach would be attempted.

At this stage, Ligia Deca (the Head of the BFUG Secretariat) intervened as following:

· with regard to the national reports, the Secretariat had prepared a model but the question was whether to use this model or to wait for more clarifications;

· concerning the drafting of the Bucharest Communiqué, in the preparation of the next BFUG Board meeting to be held in Copenhagen on 30 November 2011, the drafting group had tried to prepare a first preliminary draft but this proved to be very tricky without having any idea on the approach of this important document; the problem became more complex when considering that there were some WGs (as the International Openness WG) that were not included in the reporting exercise. 

From this presentation, discussions continued, with the main points outlined below:
· once the ministers were informed on the country data provided in the national reports, they might wish to update them, which would not be possible; 
· the checking done by BFUG members would aim just to assert whether the data submitted at the submission moment was correctly introduced;
· the problem was that, due to the conception of the on-line tool, the data filled in could not be accessed by a BFUG member once the submission process was completed;
· national reports should be generated after the factual verification of the chapters of the report on the Bologna Process implementation. If a country did not have the data anymore, a PDF file would be generated and sent, but no data revisions would be accepted at this point;

· the Reporting WG would provide some indication of the political conclusions for the Copenhagen BFUG Board meeting;
· a list of country abbreviations and a chapter with problems for data collection and methodological limitations should be added, even as an annex on how the data had been collected and aggregated;
· it was not considered necessary to have an extensive methodology chapter;
· for 2015 it would be good to not use an online questionnaire anymore;
· it was requested to assess of how to make the report understandable for policy makers, particularly for the ministers, who were not part in writing. The same request applied on how understandable was the report just ‘scanned’ and not thoroughly read while the idea of inserting boxes with ‘key results’ in each chapter could be also considered for an eased reading;
· all political issues must be placed in the Executive Summary.

The Luxembourg Co-Chair concluded that the verification of the data collected would be made before sending the national reports.

During the discussions that followed it was mentioned that the scorecarding methodology had evolved and this should be explained in the report in order to detail the positioning differences of the countries in the ‘green’ zone.  It was agreed to insert a full scorecard picture, but while mentioning that this was not representing a full picture of the Bologna Process implementation. 
David Crosier (EURYDICE) asked the Group on the procedures they have to use in cooperating with some WGs (the Transparency Tools WG - TT WG - was exemplified).
The following replies were noted:

· if the idea was to cover what the BFUG had done, then it would be good to insert a separate chapter of each WG (including the TT WG). Another possibility might be to exclude it from the Executive Summary and to have the report of the TT WG submitted separately for the Communiqué. It was also proposed that the Reporting WG would not make a decision in Brussels but to look firstly at the results of the TT WG and then to decide how to proceed;

· because it had been explicitly stated that the TT would not be an action line of the Bologna Process, it should be omitted from the report; 
· it would be important to have an integrated report, with the results of all the BFUG work, maybe minus TT WG; 
· it was asked to clarify whether there would be an additional chapter on International Openness.
The Luxembourg Co-Chair concluded that:

· the Reporting WG would endorse the structure of the implementation report;

· the Reporting WG would look for a way to include International Openness in the report as a separate chapter or at least as recommendations for future data collection;

· the discussion on whether or not the TT WG findings would be included in any way in the report would be discussed after their work is completed;

· the data collection had been stopped after the BFUG deadline.

5. Draft Chapters 

Documents:

Presentation of draft chapters by data collectors

Chapter 1 - Introduction

Anna Horvath (EURYDICE) explained that some indicators were missing. They had been skipped because they were meaningless (students, capita, etc). The total expenditure for tertiary education was not inserted because it was still an early draft. 
The main findings and proposals advanced by the participants:

· the information source for figure 1.3 should be added;

· there were typical problems with some figures (e.g. on figures 1.7 and 1.9 where the decrease in the UK annual expenditure could be interpreted as growth); 

· the indicator used was expenditure/ student and not expenditure/ capita;

· it should be mentioned in the Executive Summary that the financial situation might look very differently now;

· in figure 1.1 it should be highlighted what was different from previous reports, as to consider this as a methodological chapter;

· the EHEA website should be added as a source of information.

Chapter 2 – Degrees and Qualifications

The Latvian Co-Chair introduced this chapter and highlighted the existence of some major imbalances. He mentioned that in some countries just 10-15 % of first cycle graduates progressed to the second cycle and in other countries almost all graduates progressed from the first to the second cycle. He observed that different countries had various lengths in the student workload per 1 ECTS and different lengths of cycles and appreciated this as being very interesting.

The main findings and proposals advanced by the participants were:

· sometimes Belgium was presented as an entity and in other cases their communities were separated; it was proposed to have, where possible, separate pictures for the various communities of Belgium;

· there were many empty spaces on the figures with no explanation attached to this situation (e.g.: data not provided by some countries as the case of the Russian Federation; administrative particularities as the case of UK / EWNI, at page 9, since they did not keep this data at central level); 

· some countries were not included in the figures (as the case of France) because they had submitted the data after the first deadline of April 2011;
· on page 42, recognition was evaluated in external QA procedures, but not by faculty and that did not fit together;
· on page 40, there were some value judgements, which should not feature in the report;

· for figure 19, the text seemed to not correspond to the figure;
· figure 18 needed some correspondence between the percentages;
· on page 19, the last line of text should mention QF and not just ‘qualifications’;
· in some places there was a need for more coherence of indicators, especially in the comparison between Turkey and Austria as on pages 13 and 16. 
It was concluded that:

· for the countries having different authorities on higher education corresponding to different communities, if data was available, it would be  presented separately;

· additional explanations would be added to clarify the reason that had led to empty spaces in each figure / table; in this respect, the data collectors could choose the appropriate presentation colour code, as long as it was consistently used;

· the figures would be updated with the data received within the last deadline set by the BFUG in Krakow;

· the explanation on the conceptual development of the scorecard indicators would be placed in the Executive Summary;

· value judgements should be avoided in the report.

Chapter 3 – Quality Assurance

The Luxembourg Co-Chair asked the participants to concentrate their comments on substance and avoid coming back to the indicators. Therefore, general comments would be expected while the detailed proposals for corrections would be sent by email straight to the data collectors.

The main findings and proposals advanced by the participants were:

· the agencies were not members of EQAR, they were listed in the Register. The members were the governments and other members, which sit in the General Assembly. This difference should be reflected in the text;
· on the involvement of employers in QA, excessive emphasis on the role of employers should be avoided (as on scorecard indicator 6 in the last page of the draft chapter) and the role of professionals should be considered; 

· there should be an explanation on how to interpret the figures on student participation in QA and the new scorecard. In this chapter it would be nice to see more highlight of the different systems of student involvement and some links with country names, like it was done with other chapters.
With regard to the second issue so posed, the answers were: 

· a possibility would be to move the analysis on the employers’ involvement in the chapter on employability and to take it out from the QA chapter; 

· the phrasing regarding the employers’ involvement in QA could be reconsidered for 2015, but not for this report since the data had only been collected on employers involvement and not for other professionals. 
Chapter 4 – Social Dimension

Beyond the appreciations expressed for the high level of this chapter, the main findings and proposals advanced by the participants were:

· on page 4, the brackets referring to Germany in the graph should be taken out;

· it was requested to change the manner in which the Netherlands case was mirrored in figure 13. In this respect it was mentioned that the Netherlands had three streams of secondary education, leading to different types of HE. The vocational entry route was considered as a traditional route in the Netherlands. As this issue was also present in the conclusions, these also have to be changed, since definitely less than 40 % of the students have no access to HE;

· on page 29, the lines above fig. 4.4.2 were probably wrong, as there could not be more than three countries in both categories;

· on relating some indicators: in figures 1 and 3, some links could be made  related to the situation in Cyprus for example, on gender imbalances’ evolution and the big change in the share of students in tertiary education;

· on page 25, figure 17 on the prevalence of fees in the first cycle: it should be clarified what type of students were considered: full time or part time.

Fernando Reis (EUROSTAT) replied in regard to the Netherlands case by saying that the figure of 40 % indicated the percentage of secondary education graduates who could not access HE directly and that this was only problematic if the country did not have alternative access routes into HE.

Chapter 5 – Effective Outcomes and Employability

The main findings and proposals advanced by the participants were:

· at figure 5.1, there were only 17 countries when completion rates were considered. Previously, there had been twice as many. A lot of countries were missing;

· at figure 5.2, the meaning of the figures on top of the country abbreviations (the ISCED levels) should be explained.

Concerning the problem raised on figure 5.1, Fernando Reis explained that EUROSTAT had   changed the data collection methodology and some countries could not provide the data. This was the reason for having a lower number of countries and there was no possibility to produce the previous statistics.

Chapter 6 – Lifelong Learning

It was commented that, at the third paragraph on page 3, there were examples of what people mentioned, but, since there were no boxes to be checked, the replies might be incomplete, so there should be mentioned that these were just examples. In this context, the above judgement value (as in the first part of the second paragraph on the same page) should be deleted.

Chapter 7 – Mobility

Peter Greisler, the Chair of the Mobility Working Group, announced that his technical findings would be separately sent to the data collectors by email and then added the following general comments:

· the draft chapter should be related to the Mobility Strategy, especially on the future need for data in several areas. The wording should also be the same;

· on some parts, for example on page 2, the issue of the non existence of pan-EHEA programmes had been addressed, but this was not the main point, since this was a very political point;

· with regard to the figure of 4.96 % of incoming mobility numbers as at page 4, the data collectors had probably counted both EHEA and non-EHEA inward mobility students, but for the Mobility Strategy only the non-EHEA incoming students had been counted and a 5 % benchmark was recommended. The two documents should be harmonized;

· on page 5, there was a too Euro-centric approach, especially when looking at the mobility flows; it should also be mentioned that both incoming and outgoing flows of mobility can be beneficial and explain why;

· on staff mobility:

· there were many pages of problems and some political opinions, but few solutions. It was recommended not to put so much emphasis on staff mobility and to insert the few solutions proposed for staff mobility as in the Mobility Strategy;

· we should clarify what type of academic staff we are referring to, so that data collection can be pursued more effectively. Defining staff mobility was not recommended;

· the message for the ministers resulted from this part (which was appreciated as unclear at this stage) should be considered;

· it would be important to clarify what kind of mobility was aimed (for employment, for short periods etc).

During the debate that followed, opinions, comments and clarifications have been expressed:

· the data on staff mobility information was based on ERASMUS short term mobility figures received from the European Commission;

· as in some countries the registering of the movements of staff was made, it would be interesting to clarify which countries were considered;

· some maps on point 7.4 (monitoring) would be welcomed;

· it may be worthwhile to see if a comparison with the previous stocktaking on portability of grants and loans could be inserted (under financial measures to support student mobility).

The Luxembourg Co-Chair came with additional comments: 

· it would be interesting if the future data would be collected on the implementation of the Researchers’ Directive immigration flows, if possible;
· for social security, the data should be gathered from the specialized bodies dealing with this issue;
· the issue of staff mobility was linked to a European labour market for academic staff and that was in turn highly linked to the civil servants status.

The Reporting WG concluded:

· the second paragraph on page 13 should be rephrased;

· either more data should be added in the staff mobility section or the chapter should be shortened and a more careful analysis should be provided in light of the restricted data available;

· in the future, a definition should be agreed first and only then the parameters for measurement could be set.

6. Executive Summary
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The Luxembourg Co-Chair appreciated that the Executive Summary should mainly include the points that would feed into the Communiqué. It would not only be a summary, but also look forward for the work that would start in 2012 for 2015. 

The preliminary text of the Executive Summary would be ready by 20 November 2011, in time for the next BFUG Board meeting. The document should also be circulated to all Reporting WG members for their validation of the main points before 20 November. 

The overall report would be circulated to the countries at the end of November-beginning of December 2011 with a 2-3 weeks deadline for feedback. 
The actual revision would start at the beginning of January 2012. Once the feedback was received, the Executive Summary should be revised. After the preliminary draft, which should be ready for the BFUG Board meeting taking place on 30 November 2011, the Reporting WG would come back with a consolidated version of the Executive Summary by 15 January 2012, for the BFUG meeting.

The following points were made in the discussion:

· a first proposal concerning the structure of the Executive Summary consisted in the following three main points: 

· the state of implementation;

· points for action/ areas of interest for ministers (to locate the necessity and the areas where they should be active);

· what should be reported by 2015/  how the reporting could be improved.

· the previous proposal fits very well with the EUROSTUNDENT approach. There was a lot of overlap between action lines in the text and the proposed approach was focused on identifying the main themes. Possible themes proposed were: 

· access (‘who is accessing HE’) - with a possible view to the  ET2020 benchmark: 40 % HE attainment;

· HE structure (degrees, ECTS, progression) and QFs;

· study conditions – how much was invested in HE;

· outcomes (employment, rate of return);

· mobility – focused in the mobility benchmark and on the barriers to overcome;

· QA – it could be looked at in terms of governance.

· another suggestion was for a more general thematic approach, which would combine several action lines;

· the importance of continuing the Bologna reforms should be underlined. It was  proposed to have a short introduction on this issue and a rationale for pursuing the initial Bologna Process goals;
· there was the need of a wider vision, clarifying why the Bologna should go forward, especially having in mind the doubts expressed in 2010;

· it was suggested to not call it ‘Executive Summary’, but rather ‘Political appraisal’;

· it was asked to clarify whether the starting point for the Executive Summary should be in 1999 or in 2009;

· it was proposed to describe where was Bologna at the present state of implementation and to identify whether Bologna Process stagnated or was on the verge of a breakthrough;

· it was affirmed that there was a greater convergence of structures and understanding of the process, but also an attempt to deepen the convergence. There was still a number of programmes which were not in line with the Bologna Process and these would have to be addressed too;

· it was warned that the ministers would look for something new in the message and the Group should consider this possibility when drafting the report and the Executive Summary. A possible suggestion would be to state that the tools are now available, but there is reluctance in using them;

· when drafting a first version of the Communiqué, the findings indicated that in some cases the areas were not interlinked. Therefore, a systemic approach could be needed to allow the linkage of different Bologna tools and therefore the use of their full potential.  

The Latvian Co-Chair made his final comments: 

· Bologna had not reached the stage of LOs being linked with student assessment. The revision of assessment procedures could provide a checking point for the development of LOs;

· regarding the progress between cycles, there were many countries which had different filters. There was no data available regarding how many students move in-between various specialisations. It should be clarified whether it was good or bad to have these additional filters, if they allowed more inter-disciplinarity.

The Luxembourg Co-Chair appreciated that EUROSTUDENT’s matrix seemed to gather all these tools and that linking them would be very important from the political point of view. 
At present, an additional meeting of this Group until the Bucharest Ministerial Conference did not seem necessary.

7. Timeline 

Documents: 

Draft Timeline

The timeline was updated and adopted with the changes deriving from the related decisions taken during the previous points
.

8. Any other business
The Luxembourg Co-Chair thanked the participants and then declared the meeting closed.
End of the meeting

Main points of the discussion outlined below:


the Latvian Co-Chair made the input presentation with the title “Overview of the stocktaking indicators for the integrated implementation report for the BFUG 2012”.


concerning the reporting exercise, less than half of the countries actually had involved the stakeholders in drafting the national reports according to the recommendation made by the data collectors;


with regard to the scorecard colour scheme, the share of countries in the dark green group decreased in most cases, due to the fine tuning of the indicators, which led to more streamlining of understanding for some Bologna tools and a greater harmonization of the concept;


new elements had been introduced within some of the indicators;


the Group decided that the research (as part of QA systems compliant with the ESG) as well as accreditation decisions taken by an accreditation agency outside of the country where the HEI operates should not be used as indicators for the scorecard, but should be both political points in the Executive Summary.














Main points of the discussion outlined below:


the data collectors explained how the preliminary first draft report had been developed;


the data collectors view will be expected regarding the use of the same colour scheme across the board in the report, which attached a value judgement where there was none (for the items where there were no scorecards);


the analysis on the indicators need to be linked and not described separately, so that correlations are useful for policy making; the data collectors would try to be accurate and precise in the terminology as the chapters developed;


with regard to the already collected data:


the checking done by BFUG members would aim just to assert whether the data submitted at the submission moment was correctly introduced;


national reports should be generated after the factual verification of the chapters of the report on the Bologna Process implementation. If a country did not have the data anymore, a PDF file would be generated and sent, but no data revisions would be accepted at this point;


the data collection had been stopped after the last BFUG deadline.


the Reporting WG would provide some indication of the political conclusions for the Copenhagen BFUG Board meeting within the Executive Summary;


the WGs reports should find their way into the body of the chapters (the TT should be omitted from the report; the Reporting WG would look for a way to include International Openness in the report or at least as recommendations for future data collection).





Main points of the discussion outlined below:


the WG Chairs, together with the Secretariat and EURYDICE, would formulate a 2-3 page draft of the Executive Summary, which would be circulated by email to the Reporting WG members the following week. The WG members would send their comments in track changes to everyone in this Group within a week. A newly revised version would be then drafted and sent to the BFUG Board members around 20 November 2011;


after the preliminary draft, which should be ready for the BFUG Board meeting taking place on 30 November 2011, the Reporting WG would come back with a consolidated version of the Executive Summary by 15 January 2012, for the BFUG meeting;


furthermore, the Group would wait the feedback of the countries regarding the entire report and some changes would be made to the Executive Summary in the beginning of January 2012;


the overall report would be circulated to the countries at the end of November-beginning of December 2011 with a 2-3 weeks deadline for feedback;


at present, an additional meeting of this Group until the Bucharest Ministerial Conference did not seem necessary.








�FOR THE CHAIRS: as practically there was no dedicated point for the timeline (but several discussions within other points), please decide whether we may introduce  this paragraph or we shall delete the entire point 7.
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