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MEETING OF THE BOLOGNA FOLLOW-UP GROUP

Madrid, 18-19 February 2010
Draft outcome of proceedings
[Excerpt for WG Reporting, Riga]

[…]
9. 2012 Report on the Implementation of the Bologna Process - draft outline and timetable

Documents:
BFUG (ES) 20_9a [draft outline of contents]



BFUG (ES) 20_9b [timeline 2012 Report]



BFUG (ES) 20_9c [draft minutes of WG Reporting]

The two chairs of the WG Reporting, Latvia and Luxembourg presented the work done by the WG Reporting and the data collectors so far to prepare the production of one joint report on the implementation of the Bologna Process for 2012. The report will include both quantitative data and qualitative analysis and will bring together work previously done in separate reports by Stocktaking, Eurydice, Eurostudent and Eurostat. For reasons of sustainability of data collection as well as comparability of data, Luxembourg stressed the need to stick to the indicators once they have been agreed. In 2012 and 2015, not all data might be available for all countries but by 2020 there should be a complete dossier. The data collection will require further resources, for Eurostat, Eurostudent etc. but also for national statistical offices and BFUG members. 

BFUG will be asked to decide in a later stage whether or not to use the scorecard format for the 2012 report. The content of the chapter on mobility will largely be defined by the benchmark indicator (see agenda item 10 below). At the BFUG meeting in August, the BFUG will be asked to approve the indicators, the structure of the report and the questionnaire. 
EI criticised that the characterisation of higher education in the EHEA in chapter 1 referred to the number of HEIs, the number of students, and to funding, but did not mention staff at all. Following-up on this, the Netherlands and Greece supported the inclusion of staff in the data collection for chapter 1. The two chairs of the working group took note of this request, indicating that information on members of staff might be difficult to get and that the data collection would put an extra burden on higher education institutions. Romania suggested a research project on the academic profession led by Kassel University as possible source of information.
· The BFUG then approved the themes for the 2012 Report on the Implementation of the Bologna Process and the timeline for preparing it. 
10. Mobility benchmark

Documents:
BFUG (ES) 20_10a [input from data providers]



BFUG (ES) 20_10b [timeline mobility benchmark]



BFUG (ES) 20_10c [mobility benchmark summary]



BFUG (ES) 20_9c  [draft minutes of WG Reporting]

Luxembourg and Germany presented the benchmark indicator for measuring progression towards the 20% target of international student mobility defined in the Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué, as proposed by the WG Reporting and the WG Mobility. 
Mobility will be defined as physical mobility. Distance learning via Internet will not be measured. The data collection for the benchmark will result in a “snapshot picture”, showing the mobility of graduates of a given year, including both credit and degree mobility. As a result, if a student is mobile during the first cycle but not during the second, he or she will be counted as mobile graduate when obtaining the first cycle qualification but not again upon completion of the second cycle. 
To measure degree mobility (which will cover the European Higher Education Area only), the data collectors will not look at the nationality of a graduate but rather at the country of prior education. 
For short-term mobility, study periods and placements will be included in the benchmark, as long as the graduate received at least 1 credit for the period abroad when returning to the home institution. 
Several BFUG members stressed the need to include data on short-term mobility during the third cycle in the benchmark, possibly using a minimum duration as criterion rather than ECTS, which is not widely used in the third cycle (and even where used is often limited to course work, thus excluding the research work). 

With reference to the Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué, data on students from non-EHEA countries moving to a country within the EHEA will be collected but not included in the 20% benchmark. 
To conclude, Luxembourg agreed to discuss with the data collectors the feasibility of including data on short-term mobility during the third cycle. Germany confirmed that both issues (short-term mobility during the third cycle and inbound mobility) would be dealt with by the WG Mobility. Germany also stressed the need to ensure that the same benchmark indicator would be adopted for the EU and for the European Higher Education Area. 
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