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1. Welcome and Introduction to the BFUG Meeting by the Chairs
Welcome by Latvia
Ms. Agrita Kiopa, Understate Secretary, Head of the Department for Higher Education, Research and Innovation of the Ministry of Education and Science of  Latvia, welcomed the BFUG members and stressed that it was the first BFUG meeting hosted under the Latvian EU Presidency as well as the first Latvian EU Presidency ever.

Moreover, it was stressed that it is the first one of the two BFUG meetings which would bring the BFUG closer to the Yerevan Ministerial Conference and the Fourth Bologna Policy Forum in May.  
It was highlighted that the Bologna Process (BP) has become a success story, a facilitator of Europe’s growth with a common framework being the key element of the European Higher Education Area (EHEA). However, it is called “process” for a reason that there are still areas to address and obstacles to overcome and progress is not the same in all the countries and many have yet to reach the common goals due to several factors, including political and economic challenges. Thus it is time to look back, analyse the progress achieved and improve implementation.

As for the national agenda, it was noted that like in most central or Eastern European countries, Latvian education reforms started after the collapse of the USSR and they have been formed, shaped and speeded up by the Bologna Process. Furthermore, internationalisation is one of Latvia’s main priorities in higher education (HE) while quality assurance is one of the main pillars of the EHEA as well as one of the priority areas for Latvia. 

Last but not least Ms. Kiopa wished the participants successful and inspiring meeting. 
The BFUG was informed that there were 78 participants present at the meeting and the apologies were received from Bulgaria, Lithuania and Slovenia. The following countries/organisations were not present at the meeting Albania, EUROSTAT, Greece, Kazakhstan, Moldova, Montenegro, Serbia, Slovak Republic, “the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia”, Ukraine and UNESCO. 
2. Adoption of the agenda
Documents:   BFUG_LV_IS_43_2a [Draft agenda]

                    BFUG_LV_IS_43_2b [Draft annotated agenda]

While introducing the agenda, the Chair, Mr. Andrejs Rauhvargers (Latvia), recalled the decision of the BFUG made at its meeting in Rome on 27-28 November 2014 to assess the EHEA accession applications received from Belarus and Kosovo
 since there is a chance that the latter one may become a party to the European Cultural Convention before the Yerevan Ministerial Conference. Moreover, the recommendations prepared by a small group of experts composed of the outgoing BFUG Co-Chairs, the Holy See and Italy, Iceland and Latvia, as current Co-Chairs of the BFUG, Armenia as the Vice-Chairs as well as the Secretariat will be discussed during the next BFUG meeting in Riga on 24-25 March 2015.  
Mr. Sjur Bergan (CoE) updated the BFUG that there is no further information concerning Kosovo’s movement towards the European Cultural Convention however the BFUG should be in the position to make the recommendation in case Kosovo becomes party to the Convention before the Yerevan Conference. 

As for the accession of Belarus, the BFUG was informed that the CoE is planning to organise a conference in Minsk in early March upon the request of the Belarusian authorities as well as for gathering as much information as possible.  Further details concerning the event will be circulated to the BFUG members as soon as they are available. 
Mr. Adam Tyson (EC) requested to include a point in the agenda concerning the EHEA accession with a very short timeframe. It was noted that the BFUG cannot make any recommendation at this stage however it will be useful to see what the overall feelings are on Belarus situation and whether it will be possible to half prepare a discussion for March making it quicker. 

Moreover, the BFUG was informed that the EC has some ideas how the situation of Belarus might be approached. 

Thus, the agenda was adopted with the inclusion of the request from the EC as well as two items in “AOB”, which are:

1. Update on the preparations of EUROSTUDENT VI

2. Final report of the FOHE-BPRC2 conference.
3. Draft outcome of proceedings of the BFUG meeting, Rome 27-28 November 2014

Document:   BFUG_LV_IS_43_3 [BFUG Rome draft outcome of proceedings] 
   BFUG_LV_IS_43_3_Annex1 [Thematic session on the Third Cycle]

The draft outcome of proceedings of the Rome BFUG meeting and its annex were approved with the inclusion of some minor rephrasing.
4. Revised paper on the Bologna Process revisited: The Future of the EHEA

     Document:   BFUG_LV_IS_43_4 [Bologna Process Revisited_Future of the EHEA]

The Chair, Una Strand Vidarsdottir (Iceland), invited Ms. Marzia Foroni (Italy) to present the revised document under this point of agenda, who, in her turn, thanked the BFUG members for their valuable proposals for the integration and improvement of the revised document. It was noted that the current version includes only two parts (Looking back: 15 years of convergence and Looking ahead: new challenges, new goals, new strategies) leaving out the “Organisational issues”. Furthermore, the BFUG was inquired whether the document can be considered to be among the documents to be presented during the Ministerial Conference in Yerevan as a good explanatory document reflecting the work and deliberations carried out by the BFUG during the last twelve months. 
The BFUG highlighted that the revised version of the document is good and in particular it is useful in the context of the discussions of the Yerevan Communiqué when it comes to the challenges and reality the Ministers should acknowledge.  

At the same time, the following points were underlined:

· In the chapter “Looking back: 15 years of convergence” the original common vision of the Bologna Process is described, however the counterpart dealing with the future vision of the Process is missing in the chapter “Looking ahead: new challenges, new goals, new strategies”. 

· The document contains a lot of suggested approaches, yet there is a need to clarify the intention of having those suggestions and whether the latter ones should be translated into new action lines. In the meantime the suggested approaches can be considered as good points for policy making.   

· There is a need to formulate a basic approach on how to valorise the third mission of higher education (HE), which is, besides training and research, a service to the society. 

· When it comes to the conflicts, the point on student mobility should be made a bit sharper, perhaps stating that it should be the responsibility of the EHEA to provide mobility opportunities for students and youth from the regions affected by conflicts. 

· While referring to the promotion of technological developments, there is a need to refer also to the quality assurance of these innovations. 

· It is important to ensure that digitalisation is included both in the teaching and learning part and in the part on scientific research. 

The BFUG also made the following two specific points:

· The point on the scientific research and technological development (point 4 p.8) should be split into two different points since two different items are being focused and different approaches are required. 

· The point made on 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. 

Finally the BFUG agreed that the document must be among the papers for the Ministers during the Yerevan Ministerial Conference. 

The Chair concluded that two main points stressed by the BFUG should be improved by adjusting to the comments made. Furthermore, the revised paper should be sent out by written communication and in this way the BFUG can agree on the modifications thus taking this point out from the agenda of the next BFUG meeting in March. 

Moreover, it was noted that this is not a paper to be endorsed by the Ministers but it is included in the package as a reflective paper and not a policy document. 

The BFUG took note of the paper and agreed with the proposed actions.  

5.  Draft final reports from the Chairs of the WGs 

5a. Reporting on the Bologna Process Implementation WG

        Document:  BFUG_LV_IS_43_5a.1 [Second draft of the 2015 Implementation report]

                          BFUG_LV_IS_43_5a.2 [Proposal for new scorecard indicators]

Mr. Andrejs Rauhvargers (Latvia), the Co-Chair of the Reporting WG introduced the second draft of the 2015 Bologna Process Implementation Report and the first draft of its executive summary. 

Mr. David Crosier (Eurydice) advised the BFUG that the second draft of the Report was by no means the final version. Since the Rome BFUG meeting on 27-28 November 2014 the drafting group had made the decision on integrating the comments received from the EHEA countries based on the following principles – i) a clear argument/evidence had been provided for the requested change(s) and ii) the requirement to respect the 2013-14-reference year had been met. 

It was further highlighted that all the information in the Report was still subject to corrections and there was a need for the harmonisation of the style throughout the Report. All these would be achieved in the next few months.

In terms of the proposed new scorecard indicators (SIs), the BFUG was advised that not every new SI had been included in the second draft of the Report. In the Reporting WG’s view at the moment the SIs in the Report tend to be reflecting agreements on the priorities the Bologna Process had at earlier stages. However at present there is a need to reflect also on the priorities set recently. The proposed new SIs had been developed with this view and in line with the priorities outlined in the 2012 Bucharest Communiqué.  

The BFUG was invited to discuss the proposed new SIs and make a decision on the approach to the SIs them in the Report (alternatively – decide on the approach to the SIs). 

For more information concerning the state of play of the 2015 Bologna Process Implementation Report and the list of SIs, please refer to the document below:
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A number of comments and suggestions followed towards improving the Report, as detailed below:

General comments: 

· The BFUG acknowledged that the Reporting WG had carried out a large amount of work. However, there was still a need for proofreading the Report in terms of linguistic issues as well. 

· Coherence should be achieved across the Report. Some of the Chapters would benefit from rereading to make sure the right balance between the level of detail and the avoidance of repetition is achieved (e.g. the Chapter on the Social Dimension is quite long and repetitive). 

· The structure of each Chapter in the Report could be as follows: a description of the current situation, that of the problem, a conclusion supported by the examples of good practice observed in the EHEA countries that could be spread further. It would be useful to make sure that the factual analysis is followed by clear conclusions at the end of the Chapters. There is no need for aspirational statements along with the factual ones (e.g. as observed in the Chapter on Quality Assurance). 

Comments and remarks on SI Proposal 1 on level of national openness to cross border QA activities of EQAR-registered agencies: 

· The SI is based on the commitment set by the Ministers in the 2012 Bucharest Communiqué: “Allow EQAR-registered quality assurance agencies [QAA] to perform their activities across the EHEA, while complying with national requirements”.  

· The SI could be reformulated to focus more on the essence of openness. EQAR-registration could be one of the criteria and not the only criterion.

· The description of the category of dark green colour could be rephrased to read as “All institutions and programmes can choose to be evaluated by an EQAR-registered QAA, while complying with national requirements”. The description of the light green colour could also be reformulated along the same lines.

· It was explained that the SI does not differentiate whether the results of accreditation by a foreign QAA would be automatically recognised or would require approval/ratification by national bodies. In line with one of the conclusions of RIQAA project, the evaluation by EQAR-registered agencies should be recognised at the same level as that carried out by national QAAs.

Comments on SI Proposal 2 on portability of public grants and publicly subsidised loans:

· The Federalist countries could experience difficulties with the SI since in these countries grants and loans are awarded not at the federal level, but at the regional. Differences can be observed across the regions, which could make portability hard to define. Taking these into consideration, it was suggested in the 2015 Report to reflect on the progress of the EHEA countries in this priority area in a more neutral way not through a SI.

· The problems related to the SI are not technical but political.

· It was inquired whether the priority on portability of grants and loans for degree mobility purposes had been agreed by the Ministers in Bucharest in 2012. 

· It was acknowledged that Figures 7.33 and 7.34 in the second draft of the Report, showed very well the situation of portability of loans and grants in the countries. Having this in mind it was inquired whether SI 2 can be exchanged with 7.33 and 7.34. 

Comments on SI Proposal 3 on measures to support the participation of disadvantaged students:

· The SI could be biased due to the different situations observed in countries, including the definition of disadvantaged students, which varies from one country to another. 

· It is true that the SI does not take into account all types of measures in relation to supporting participation of disadvantaged students. Nonetheless, the SI captures the realities of different ways of financially supporting disadvantaged students in the EHEA.

· In the 2015 Report, it should be highlighted that in the next 2018 Report the SI would be improved to include a broader measure of efforts the EHEA countries make to integrate disadvantaged students into HE.

Concerning SI Proposal 4 it was inquired to be clear on the difference between the systematic monitoring and ad-hoc monitoring of disadvantaged students in mobility.

It was acknowledged that SI Proposal 5 on national implementation of the principles of LRC was not strong enough. However, given the importance of the issue in the EHEA, it should be included in the 2015 Report with the indication that by 2018 the SI would be more robust and tell more about the situation in the countries. 

Finally, the BFUG was advised that even though the progress of employability in the EHEA was not shown through a SI, in the Report the Chapter had been covered much more in depth than in the previous ones. 

Mr. Andrejs Rauhvargers (Latvia), the Chair concluded that the proposed SIs would be included in the next version of the Report to be presented to the BFUG at its Riga meeting on 24-25 March 2015. However in the narrative part of the Report, it would be acknowledged that these SIs were not perfect and had limitations but they would be improved for the 2018 Report.

The BFUG was encouraged to submit written comments and suggestions on amending the Report by 9 February 2015. Before the Riga BFUG meeting on 24-25 March 2015, an opportunity would be provided to the BFUG for the final quick reading of the Report and making minor corrections, if necessary.

The BFUG endorsed the Report with the condition that the comments would be taken into account.

5b.    Social Dimension and Lifelong Learning WG

          Documents:   BFUG_LV_IS_43_5b.1 [Draft final report of the SD and LLL WG]

                              BFUG_LV_IS_43_5b.2 [Draft Strategy_Widening Participation for Equity     

                              and Growth]

                              BFUG_LV_IS_43_5b.2_Annex [Draft Guidelines for National Access Plans or  

                              Strategies]

Ms. Elisabeth Gehrke (ESU), the Co-Chair of the SD&LLL WG advised the BFUG that the WG had not met since the Rome BFUG meeting in November. The draft final report had been amended in line with the comments received from the BFUG. However, another meeting was envisaged for the SD&LLL WG to discuss the draft Strategy and Guidelines and revise the documents to take into consideration the comments received in Rome. 

With the view to have a more targeted approach towards enhancing the social dimension (SD) in the EHEA, the SD&LLL WG put forward two main recommendations for adoption by the Ministers i) to endorse the Strategy with the aim to support the EHEA countries in the development of effective national plans or strategies to ensure greater access to quality higher education and ii) given the outcomes of the PL4SD project to support its continuation beyond 2015. 

In the discussion that followed, a number of comments and suggestions were received concerning the Strategy and Guidelines:

· The idea that the countries should have national strategies/action plans was considered vague. 

· For some countries where SD is embedded in the overall HE strategy, it might not be preferable to have a separate strategy or action plan to tackle the issue.

· The national strategy/action plan might not be the right tool to address SD. The issue should be approached in a more transversal way: it should be part of the very different aspects of HE, such as mobility, student support services, etc.

· It was appreciated that the Strategy acknowledged that the situation in the EHEA countries is very different. 

· Recommendation CM/Rec(2012)13 of the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe to member States on ensuring quality education was referred to. It was highlighted that the quality of education system cannot be separated from the social system. A successful education system provides its learners with adequate opportunities and means to develop their talents and aspirations and hence promotes diversity and social inclusion.

· Even though LLL appears in the working title of the Strategy, it is not dealt with thoroughly in the document. 

· The Strategy, as it stands, lays more emphasis on access. The issue of success/ completion should be more emphasised.

· The documents should stress that the entire teaching process is important to reach the goal of equal access, participation and completion of HE. Hence, it is required that teachers are professionally developed to meet the needs of an increasingly diverse student population.

Finally, it was highlighted that the identification of the barriers to access and completion, commitment to working with HEIs and other relevant stakeholders, and systematic data collection (p. 2 in the Strategy) were the essential points that should be included in the agenda of SD whether in the Communiqué or as a strategy. In this context, the SD&LLL WG was encouraged to look at the recommendations to be given to the Ministers and try to be more specific. The WG could concentrate more on challenging the countries to enhance the necessary data collection and then to take necessary measures depending on the country context and drawing on the elements included in the Strategy.

The BFUG adopted the final report of the SD&LLL WG with the inclusion of the comments received. The WG would revise the Strategy and Guidelines according to the comments and suggestions received and present them at the Riga BFUG meeting on 24-25 March 2015. 

           5c. Mobility and Internationalisation WG

           Document:   BFUG_LV_IS_43_5c [Draft final report of the Mobility and  

                              Internationalisation WG]

The draft final report of the Mobility and Internationalisation WG was presented by its Co-Chair, Mr. Peter Greisler (Germany) who stressed that while revising the draft final report, the WG has taken into consideration all the comments made by the BFUG during its last meeting in Rome thus changing the structure of the report as well as making the recommendations more direct and concrete. Moreover, the neutral linguistic presentation was emphasized. As for the adoption of the “The EHEA in a Global Setting: 2014 Strategy Review” by the Ministers during the Yerevan Ministerial Conference, the WG agreed that it is not necessary, while it is important to discuss how it can be better implemented. 
The BFUG noted that there are many good elements in the draft final report however there is a need of fine-tuning the wording when it comes to the recommendations for 2015 Yerevan Communiqué. This should be done taking into consideration the structure of the  2015 Yerevan Communiqué being shorter and more pointed as well as to avoid a gap between what the WG has recommended to the Minsters and what actually the Ministers decide. 

Thus, the BFUG made the following points:

· There is a need to change “The proposals for 2015 Yerevan Communiqué” (p.5) to “Proposals for consideration for the 2015 Yerevan Communiqué” 
· It is necessary to delete the words “We, the Ministers… ” (p. 5-7) by making the sentences express the proposals suggested by the WG rather than the statements of the Ministers.  
The WG Co-Chairs agreed with the points made by the BFUG who in its turn endorsed the final report of the WG with the suggested necessary changes. 
6.   Yerevan Ministerial Communiqué (Draft 0) 
          Documents:    BFUG_LV_IS_43_6a [Yerevan Ministerial Communiqué_draft 0]
                               BFUG_LV_IS_43_6b [Draft outline of the 2015-2018 EHEA work  

                               programme]

Mr. Andrejs Rauhvargers (Latvia), the Chair recalled the BFUG’s decision in September in Rome to establish a drafting group (composed of the representatives from Italy and Holy See as the Co-Chairs of that period as well as Latvia and Iceland as then the upcoming Co-Chairs and Armenia as a Vice Chair and the Secretariat) to work on the Yerevan Communiqué. The BFUG was advised that three documents had been produced – 0 draft of the Communiqué itself, its appendix that included commitments and recommendations for the upcoming period, and the draft outline of the 2015-2018 EHEA work programme which could be transformed into the actual work programme in the future. 

Moreover, it was highlighted that in the discussions on the future of the BP three priorities for the EHEA had been often referred to – excellence of teaching/innovation in teaching, the new technologies necessary for new methods of teaching/new types of delivery such as MOOCs, strengthening the relationship between HE and research. The Communiqué could benefit from the inclusion of the three topics.

A lively discussion followed. Many BFUG members were in favour of the structure of the draft 0 of the Communiqué. As for the style, it was underlined that the document should be shorter and punchier. The use of heavy language, long sentences and repetitions should be avoided. 

It was acknowledged that the Bologna Process reached the crossroad and at this point the right direction should be taken. The Communiqué would convey a clear message concerning the vision of the EHEA and its future in ambitious starting paragraphs. Moreover, the role of HE in overcoming the challenges the societies face today, e.g. conflicts between countries, political extremism, crisis, creation of stereotypes and stigmatising whole groups, should also be more underlined. 

Concerning the section on progress and challenges the following comments and suggestions were put forward:

· The progress and challenges should be differentiated.

· The element of professional recognition could be included.

· There is a need to clarify the meaning of the expression ‘candidates with non-traditional qualifications’ (p.1).

· A point could be made that the international cooperation and dialogue is the only way to excellence and quality in education.

As for the section on “Where we intend to go: priorities for 2020 and beyond”, the BFUG was in favour of concentrating on a limited number of priorities. Other comments were also received:  

· A point could be added on employability and the role of education to improve it.

· There is a need to maintain the balance between top-down and bottom-up policy approaches. 

· The new relationship between government and HEIs could be considered. 

· There is a need to be more explicit concerning the dialogue between the European Research Area (ERA) and the EHEA.

· The focus on the quality of teaching and learning is very well justified.

· Professional development of teachers at HEIs could be another priority.

For improving the section on “How we intend to achieve our goals” it was suggested 

· to focus on the dialogue between EU and non-EU members of the EHEA;

· to highlight the role of new pedagogical possibilities of modern technologies used by students, teachers, and administrative staff;

· to acknowledge that all EHEA countries experience difficulties in different policy areas and in this light, to consider concrete cases to find out where it doesn’t work and why.

· to reformulate the sentence concerning the consistent failure to implement by some countries of the fundamental standards on which the EHEA is built (p.3, lines 9-12).

· to reformulate the sections concerning the involvement of academic community (p.3).

As for the final section on “The EHEA: a shared responsibility governed efficiently”, it was highlighted that

· the BFUG should decide on the issue of the Secretariat in time for the 2018 Ministerial Conference;

· the Secretariat should support the Strategy for the EHEA in a Global Setting and dialogue with the regions outside the EHEA.

The Chair concluded that by 4 February 2015 the drafting group would revise the documents in accordance with the comments received at the meeting and send the new versions to the BFUG members for further suggestions. The BFUG members would then be expected to submit their written contributions until 10 February 2015 by indicating what should be deleted and suggesting the text to replace the deletion. Afterwards, the drafting group would integrate the comments and prepare the documents for the Reykjavík BFUG Board meeting.
The roadmap for drafting the Yerevan Ministerial Communiqué would be amended to reflect the changes in dates.
          7.   Fourth Bologna Policy Forum Statement (Draft 0)

          Document: BFUG_LV_IS_43_7 [Fourth Bologna Policy Forum Statement_draft 0]

The Chair, Mr. Andrejs Rauhvargers (Latvia), informed the BFUG that the draft statement of the Fourth Bologna Policy Forum (BPF) is dependent on the Communiqué and when the latter one is modified, the content of the statement will be revised as well. 

While presenting the BPF statement, Mrs. Gayane Harutyunyan (BFUG Secretariat) noted that it was agreed that the document should be short and streamlined focused on the specific political goals and commitments of the Ministers responsible for HE and Heads of Delegations to the Fourth BPF. 

Moreover, it was highlighted that it is important that the discussion of the BFUG that would follow be focused on two things, i.e. goals of the event and follow up measures. 

Thus, the BFUG highlighted the following points:

· The format of the BPF has not been found yet. Moreover, the BPF is not sustainable if it is organised every three years. Thus, the challenge is to decide what is done in between the meetings since there is no activity as such on contacting the EHEA countries/organisations and countries outside between the BPFs. So, it is important to address during the Yerevan Ministerial Conference how the countries present there want to interact with the EHEA in the period that follows. 

· At the same time it is important to clarify whether the Ministers are ready for greater academic mobility between the EHEA and BPF countries i.e. receiving more students and staff from these areas and vice versa.  If this is the case then it should be reflected in the Communiqué.

· If the Fourth BPF should be focused on the Mediterranean  region and neighbourhood of the EHEA the political situation of this region should be taken into account and in particular, the role of HE in the development of the democratic societies, in preventing  stereotypes, in developing cultural dialogue and in preventing extremism and terrorist acts. 

· There is a need to take into account the issues the countries present at the BPF are interested in before making the statement as well as a need for a specific political text coping with the issues the EHEA should address together with the countries present. 

· The challenge of revisiting the BPF should be the task of the next period and the next BFUG Secretariat should be involved in furthering the cooperation between the EHEA and other regions of the world. Moreover, maybe there is a need of specific working groups for the cooperation with the BPF countries since international cooperation is one of the strengths of the EHEA. 

· For the future of the cooperation there is a need to discuss whether the BPF representatives should be invited to some BFUG meetings. 

· The role of UNESCO in drafting the BPF statement should be clarified as well as the latter one should be encouraged to participate actively.

· Repetition of previous BPF statements should be avoided.  

· Consistency about the regional processes in HE is missing in the statement. 

Moreover, the BFUG suggested the following two expressions for what has been left open in the draft (p.1, line 21-22) 

1. Eventual cooperating countries

2. Cooperation between the EHEA and countries from other regions

Last but not least it was suggested to change “Be adopted to other regions” (p. 1, line 8) to “be considered” and to delete the word “reaffirm” (p. 1, line 6) since it is not logical in that context. 

Finally the Chair summarised that the Co-Chairs together with the Secretariat would prepare a document to reflect on the possible ways of cooperation between the EHEA and other regions of the world for the next BFUG meeting in Riga taking into account all the comments made by the BFUG. 

Discussion on the EHEA accession of Belarus and Kosovo

Mr. Sjur Bergan (CoE) informed the BFUG that the CoE has not taken an official position concerning the EHEA accession of Belarus and Kosovo. Moreover, there is no information available at present whether Kosovo would accede to the European Cultural Convention before Yerevan Ministerial Conference. However, it is important to take into consideration the proposal made in Rome, i.e. to assess the application of Kosovo but on the understanding that it will only be considered should Kosovo move to the accession to the European Cultural Convention. 

Furthermore, it was clarified that the procedure for access to the European Cultural Convention is that the authorities of the applicant submit an application which is then assessed by the Committee of Ministers and the latter one normally hears the opinion of the states that are party to the Cultural Convention but not a members of the CoE (in this case Belarus, the Hole See and Kazakhstan). The Committee of the Ministers then makes a decision after having heard the opinion of these 3 countries. 

Moreover, the BFUG was informed that Kosovo has stated publically that they also intend to apply for the membership of the CoE in March. 

As for Belarus, the BFUG was updated that the CoE had some contacts with different parties and conflicting messages concerning the development in the HE policy, HE structures and some key elements in Belarus policy have been received. At the same time some of the interlocutors are very clear saying that there has been considerable progress made, while others state that there does not seem to be much progress. 

Moreover, the BFUG was informed that researchers from a German university have been contracted to advise the Belarusian authorities on the accession and a conversation with them (not being neutral observers) revealed that they were quite open about some of the shortcomings. To the question whether conditional accession can be an option for Belarus, it was clarified that this could be accepted on the explicit provision that the conditions be tied to HE policy and especially for academic freedom. 

Thus, it was noted that it is very important to try to get as much information as possible and to give both the Belarusian authorities and NGOs in Belarus an opportunity to be heard. For this reason the CoE aims to organise at the request of the Belarusian authorities a conference in Minsk in early March, with the participation of some BFUG members. 

So, it is suggested to take into consideration three possibilities for making a decision concerning the accession of Belarus, which are:

1. Clear “yes”
2. Clear “no”
3. “Yes with a clear timetable”
Moreover, the decision taken should be based on as much information as possibly available and in a way that all Belarusian parties be convinced and have a feeling that they have been able to present their case. 

The deliberations that followed underlined that it is particularly useful to be clear that the decision on the EHEA accession of Belarus  is not necessarily tied to two options and the BFUG members can consult their Foreign Ministries in advance before March BFUG meeting in order to have a clear position. 

It was also noted that there is a need to think about the possibility of having a conditional roadmap towards Belarus accession which should be clear about the milestones necessary to be met on the conditions that need to be fulfilled by 2018. Moreover, the progress made by the country since 2012 should be encouraged and it should be showed that  the BFUG is  prepared to work with Belarusian authorities and stakeholder organisations as well as support them in meeting the principles of the Bologna Process. 
Furthermore, it was stressed that the Bologna Process is not only an intergovernmental process but it can also contribute to the civil society thus allowing the Belarusian students to educate themselves according to the European standards. Moreover, it was underlined that the third option should be attractive for the applicant, the essence of the roadmap should be agreed and the format of this conditional accession should be decided.  

Thus, the Chair concluded that it was good to share the opinions at this stage and more information will be available at the next BFUG meeting in March after the conference in Minsk. 
8. Update on the preparation of the Ministerial Conference and Fourth Bologna       Policy Forum in Yerevan in 2015

    Documents:   BFUG_LV_IS_43_8a [Programme for the Yerevan MC and Fourth BPF]

                        BFUG_LV_IS_43_8b [List of Countries and Organisations to be invited to the    

                        Fourth BPF]

Ms. Karine Harutyunyan (Armenia) presented the new version of the draft programme for the Yerevan MC and BPF and the list of countries and organisation to be invited to the event. It was highlighted that the programme had been amended in accordance with the discussions held at the Rome BFUG meeting in November. In particular, the programme, as it stood, allowed for more joint sessions and more chances for bilateral meetings, and optional visits to HEIs. The topics for the sessions had also been modified. Finally, participants were encouraged to suggest keynote speakers and moderators for the sessions. 

As for the list of invitees, it consisted of 16 countries and 24 organisations. Tajikistan, which had been left out incidentally, would be included in the list. Moreover, it was underlined that a number of suggestions had been received from the EHEA countries to invite Japan and Brazil. In this light, the BFUG was invited to consider the possibility of expanding the list of countries to include Japan and Brazil. With this regard, the following comments were received:

· There could be a justification to include Japan: the country has sea borders with Russia. In the same vain, French Guiana, an overseas department and region of France, borders with Brazil. In addition, Brazil has been actively working on internationalisation and developed its Strategy in the field.

· However, it was also acknowledged that there was low empirical evidence that the previous formula of BPF had been a success. Hence, it was once again suggested adopting a focused approach for the Fourth BPF that would enhance the establishment of a firmer regional cooperation with the specific region. 
A number of suggestions were given towards improving the programme:

· The programme would benefit greatly from linking its sessions to the proposed main points in the draft Communiqué such as technological developments, the role of HE in integrating minority communities, combating extremism, and overcoming crisis, etc.

· Certain themes in the paper on the future of the EHEA could facilitate and stimulate the discussions in particular during the parallel sessions.

· One of the possible topics of the parallel sessions could be how countries could face today’s challenges through academic cooperation. 

· The topic concerning the coordination of the EHEA should only be discussed among a certain group of participants.

· The topic on the fundamental values of HE could be discussed with the heads of delegations. 

· The participants might also discuss how professionally oriented education could be an asset for their countries.

· For the joint sessions, both EHEA and non-EHEA moderators should be invited.

· The possibility for having a presentation on the cooperation of Latin American countries in the BPF plenary session was questioned, since it was not foreseen to invite any representatives from the region. 

· It was suggested to amend the topic of the BPF plenary session 3.

· For the sessions with the BPF delegations, it was deemed necessary to focus also on the topics that are of interest for these countries (for the Arabic countries the topics could include mobility, quality assurance and digital campuses).

On a practical note, Ms. Karine Harutyunyan (Armenia) advised the BFUG that in February 2015 the official website of the EHEA MC and Fourth BPF would be launched and the invitations would be sent out. Event registration and hotel reservation would be available through the website. The countries were urged to nominate members of the delegations in order to be able to register by the established deadline of 1 April 2015. 

Moreover, the Secretariat asked the BFUG to check the information on the heads of their delegations sent to them in December 2014 to make sure that all the details are correct and up-to-date.

Mr. Andrejs Rauhvargers (Latvia), the Chair concluded that Armenia would amend the draft programme based on the feedback received and present it at the next Riga BFUG meeting on 24-25 March 2015. The topics for the parallel sessions would be discussed on the background of challenges the societies were facing. To ensure the active involvement of the Ministers, it was agreed that the BFUG members would have their Ministers’ opinion on the topics for the Ministerial event for the next BFUG meeting. 
9. Selection of the host for the Ministerial Conference and the Bologna   Secretariat in 2018

     Documents:    BFUG_LV_IS_43_9a.1 [Application of France_FR]

                          BFUG_LV_IS_43_9a.2 [Application of France_EN] 

                          BFUG_LV_IS_43_9a.3 [Letter of the Minster of National Education, Higher  

                          Education and Research of France_FR]

                          BFUG_LV_IS_43_9a.4 [Letter of the Minster of National Education, Higher  

                          Education and Research of France _EN] 

                          BFUG_LV_IS_43_9b [Letter of the Minister of Education and Science of   

                          Georgia]

                         BFUG_LV_IS_43_9c [Letter of the Minister of Education and Science of the RA] 

The Chair, Una Strand Vidarsdottir (Iceland) reminded the BFUG that during the Rome BFUG on 27-28 November 2014,  the applications from France and Georgia were accepted and two candidate countries were invited to come back with a new and more worked-out proposal(s) by the deadline of 12 January 2015. Moreover, it was agreed by the BFUG during its extraordinary meeting in Rome on 18-19 September 2014 that the BFUG would make its recommendation to the Ministers regarding the next host of MC at its Riga meeting on 26-27 January 2015.

Thus, in January 3 letters were received from France, Georgia and Armenia, correspondingly stating that 
1. France confirmed its applications to host the 2018 Ministerial Conference and the Bologna Secretariat based on a team of European experts (inviting also Georgia to join). 

2. Georgia decided to postpone its interest to host the Ministerial Conference and carry out the functions of the Bologna Secretariat in the period of 2018-2020. 

3. Armenia supported the idea of international BFUG Secretariat and proposed to consider the possibility to include two candidates from the present Armenian Secretariat in the staff of the next Secretariat. 

Ms. Patricia Pol (France) stressed that as indicated in the letter of Ms. Najat Vallaud-Belkacem, the Minister for National Education, Higher Education and Research of France, it is a great honour for France to apply for hosting the 2018 Ministerial Conference and the BFUG Secretariat for the period 2015-2018.  For France this application is a strong indication for contribution to the enhancement of the EHEA. 

In the proposal circulated to the BFUG, France has described the vision of the BFUG Secretariat as well.  Thus, the key features of the Secretariat have to be independence, neutrality and continuity taking into account the lessons learnt. Moreover, the Secretariat should be a Bologna reference point in Europe and more widely paving the way to the future of the EHEA. 

Furthermore, it was noted that France believes that the team of the BFUG Secretariat should be European located in the Ministry for National Education, Higher Education and Research of France but independent enough in order to be under the responsibility of the BFUG.  Moreover,   experts from the volunteer countries are invited to participate in the Secretariat either part time or full time. Most probably the permanent staff will be composed of six people together with experts contributing to the activities of the Secretariat.  The proposals from Spain and Armenia are welcome. As for Georgia, France proposes to have full-time working candidates from Georgia but at the same time with the consideration that the permanent team should be in Paris for most of the time, while experts can work from their own countries. 

It is also notable for France that holding 2018 Ministerial Conference should include the organisation of the Bologna Policy Forum as well. Moreover, it should be a specific project connected to the work of at least one staff member of the Secretariat.  This issue has to be included from the beginning within the work programme and the organisation of the BFUG Secretariat.  

Afterwards, Mr. Luis Delgado (Spain) confirmed the commitment of Spain to support the international secretariat leaded by France by seconded national expert to the Secretariat on the permanent basis. 
Moreover, Mrs. Karine Harutyunyan (Armenia) confirmed the willingness of Armenia to support the idea of the international secretariat and for having continuity in the work of the BFUG Secretariat, one or two members from the current Armenian Secretariat, probably as experts, are suggested to be involved in the activities of the future secretariat. 

Mr. George Sharvashidze (Georgia) informed the BFUG that Georgia postponed its application to the period of 2018-2020. Moreover, to reinforce the country’s commitment to the objectives of the Bologna Process, a special unit has been established in January 2015 in the National Centre for Educational Quality Enhancement to support the Bologna Process/EHEA. 

The deliberations that followed underlined that the BFUG expresses its gratitude to both France and Georgia since two proposals for hosting the Ministerial Conference and the BFUG Secretariat for different periods have been received and in this way the choice has been facilitated. Moreover, it was noted that both countries would organise excellent conferences and Secretariat support. 

As for the proposal from France, it is a good base to work on.  At the same it was stressed that the proposal from France to organise a Secretariat provided under French authorities but open for secondments from other countries is a very good step since the idea of the truly international secretariat raises a number of issues that the BFUG is not ready to discuss at the moment. Thus, France will need to make its intentions clear about how countries might signal their interest and how the selection will be made. 

Furthermore, it was noted that in the proposal concerning the main activities of the Secretariat it is indicated that “the Secretariat will act as BFUG spokesperson”. Of course the Secretariat will be the main source of information on the EHEA during its function, but the term “spokesperson” can also have more political connotation to the extent that the BFUG needs to make statements on the major policy issues under discussion, but those statements in the name of the BFUG will continue to be made by the BFUG Co-Chairs. Thus, the Secretariat is the key information point, so this interpretation of the term “spokesperson” is very good. 

It was also underlined that it is very important to determine after the Yerevan Ministerial Conference the tasks and conditions of the Secretariat after 2018 and perhaps not in January 2018 but in 2016-2017. Moreover, setting up of the Secretariat should be done with a view of securing continuity to 2020 with as much international expertise as possible while the idea of having expertise for keeping the contact with the regions outside the EHEA is most welcome.  

To the inquiry of the BFUG concerning covering the costs of the experts from the volunteer countries, Ms. Pol clarified that France intends to have a team of 6 permanent staff members for the Secretariat with cost sharing. This means that France will probably cover the expenses of 3 staff members coming from France and the rest will be contributed by the volunteer countries. As for the clarification concerning the working language of the Secretariat it was noted that of course it would be English at the same time it would be useful to understand and speak French.

Finally the Chair closed the discussion by summarising that France is encouraged to write an official invitation to the EHEA countries to volunteer staff for the Secretariat with the clear indication in regard to the financing issue for the countries that will choose to do so. Moreover, it was noted that the BFUG encourages France to think about ideas of the more permanent Secretariat after the Yerevan Ministerial Conference. On that note, the BFUG members will take the proposal of France to their Ministers and propose that they accept it.  
10.  Updates from the EC, consultative members, EQAR (written contributions only)

     Documents:   BFUG_LV_IS_43_10a [CoE update]

                          BFUG_LV_IS_43_10b [EC update]

                          BFUG_LV_IS_43_10c.1 [EI update]

                          BFUG_LV_IS_43_10c.2 [EI update]

                          BFUG_LV_IS_43_10c.3 [EI update]

                          BFUG_LV_IS_43_10d [EURASHE update]

                          BFUG_LV_IS_43_10e [ENQA update]

                          BFUG_LV_IS_43_10f [EQAR update]

Mr. Sjur Bergan (CoE) updated the BFUG that the CoE Committee of Ministers is currently discussing an action plan after the terrorist attacks on Jan 7, 8 and 9 in Paris. Moreover, education is likely to play a quite strong role in that action plan since it has become even more important after the tragic events. 

Mr. Michael Gaebel (EUA) informed the BFUG that EUA in collaboration with the University of Barcelona is in charge of the contract of Higher Education Reform Experts (HERE) in Tempus Partner Countries.  More information about this will be provided during the March BFUG meeting. 

Mr. Johan Cloet (EURASHE) reminded the BFUG that EURASHE will organise its celebratory 25th Annual Conference titled ‘Professional Higher Education as a Key Factor for the Future of Society’ in Lisbon (Portugal) on 16-17 April 2015. It will be organised by EURASHE and the Portuguese Polytechnics Coordinating Council (CCISP) and hosted at the Lisbon School of Health Technology (ESTeSL).

Mr. Padraig Walsh (ENQA) highlighted that now ENQA has 43 members and 48 affiliates in 40 countries of the 47 EHEA countries. Moreover, in October 2014 ENQA adopted a procedure for agencies whose membership expires during the first half of 2015 and who plan to undergo an external review according to the revised ESG (rather than the current ESG). In November, the ENQA Board adopted a complaints policy in order to appropriately respond to concerns from individuals or organisations relating to 1) a full member’s compliance with the ESG or 2) the integrity of the external review and decision-making process on the basis of which an agency was admitted as a full member of ENQA. 

Last but not least Mr. Colin Tück (EQAR) informed the BFUG that the EQAR Register Committee is currently working on the transition for the revised ESG and some results will be announced in conjunction to the next BFUG meeting. Moreover, the EQAR’s General Assembly will take place in the afternoon of 23 March in Riga. 
The BFUG took note of the written contributions and information provided. 
    11.  Next BFUG meeting, Luxembourg and next BFUG Board meeting, Liechtenstein

    Documents: BFUG_LV_IS_43_11 [Presentation of Liechtenstein]             

Mr. Leon Andre Diederich (Luxembourg) presented the higher education priorities and the events planned during the period of the Luxembourg EU Presidency and BFUG Co-Chairmanship. Moreover it was stressed that the BFUG meeting will be organised on 8-9 September 2015. 

For more details, see the PowerPoint presentation below: 


[image: image2.emf]150126_LU.pptx


Mr. Daniel Miescher (Liechtenstein) presented the outline of the priorities of Liechtenstein during their BFUG Co-Chairmanship as well as the main events to be organised. As for the Board meeting, it was announced that it was planned on 30 June 2015.
For more details, see the PowerPoint presentation below:


[image: image3.emf]BFUG_LV_IS_43_11_ Presentation of Liechtenstein.pptx


12.  AOB 
·  Update on the preparations of EUROSTUDENT VI

Ms. Kristina Hauschildt (EUROSTUDENT) updated the BFUG on the current state of the EUROSTUDENT project. The new EUROSTUDENT comparative report ”Synopsis of Indicators” would be published in time to be presented at the final conference of EUROSTUDENT V organised jointly with the PL4SD project’s final dissemination conference in Vienna on 25-27 February 2015. 

The BFUG was also informed that the sixth round of EUROSTUDENT was under preparation. The project Consortium had received 22 letters of intent from the countries. A handful of countries had informally expressed their interest to take part in the project.  The Consortium would be composed of DZHW (Germany, former HIS), IHS (Austria), ResearchNed (the Netherlands), PRAXIS (Estonia), NCFHE (Malta) and MOSTA (Lithuania). 

It was highlighted that EUROSTUDENT had been continuously working on improving the quality of data. To this end, for the next round a technical advisory board would be introduced and stronger assistance to countries would be provided. Capacity building at the country level was also envisaged. Another aspect of the project is its policy relevance. To further strengthen this there would be a policy-makers conference. The third aspect is to encourage different groups to use the data which would be enhanced through organising a users’ conference.

Finally, it was mentioned that the budget for the next round was being finalised and country fees would be determined soon.

· Final report of the FOHE-BPRC2 conference 
Ms. Marzia Foroni (Italy) informed the BFUG that the second edition of the FOHE-BPRC Conference took place on 24-26 November 2014 in Romania and was co-hosted by the Romanian Ministry of National Education, the Ministry of Education and Science of Armenia, and was supported by the Italian Presidency of the Council of the European Union. 

The Conference, which had a research and policy agenda, brought together policy-makers and researchers who study the development of the EHEA. The event had an inclusive character as it embraced almost all strands of research in HE. Recommendations were developed to enhance each strand. 

The papers presented at the Conference would be complied into a publication which will be published in time for the Yerevan MC. 

Ms. Marzia Foroni (Italy) suggested the BFUG to consider the request of the Conference organisers to be given a chance to present the recommendations at the MC. 

For more details on the Conference and recommendations, please refer to the document below:


[image: image4.emf]FOHE BPRC2 - Final  report.doc


The BFUG members underlined that the interaction with the research was important in developing the EHEA further and the FOHE-BPRC Conference was an initiative which allowed for it. 

In this context, Armenia, as the host of the 2015 MC and the Secretariat were inquired about the possibility for the researchers to observe the Yerevan events. Furthermore, it should be considered how the researchers would be identified assuming that there would be more requests from researchers.
The Chair thanked the BFUG members for their fruitful discussions and contributions. 

� 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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assurance

6. Level of international participation in quality
assurance

RECOGNITION

10. Recognition of prior learning

Liechtenstein has been part of the Bologna process since
the beginning. Key developments since 2007 include:
development of a reform concept for the HE system with a
special focus on fesearch n order to strengthen Liechtenstein
as a location for science and research; development of a NOF
for higher education qualifications was initiated and will be
completed by 2010; the process of amending HE legislation
- to include recognition of joint degrees, double or multple
degrees - was started. The extemal quality assurance in
Liechtensteinis organised periodically andinall casesinvolves
experts from other countries, mainly from Switzerland,
Austria and Germany. Future challenges include: rethinking
and revising regulations regarding courses of study in the
area of continuing education (e.g. executive master, master
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THE STATE OF PLAY



Not yet final – but getting closer



2nd draft version sent out 9 January 2015



Final report foreseen for March BFUG 
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CHANGES TO FIRST VERSION

Amendments made based on comments received



But not all comments accepted



Clear arguments/evidence needed for changes



Requirement to respect 2013/14 reference year (ie changes since May 2014 not included)
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WHAT IS LEFT TO DO?

All information still subject to correction



Approach to scorecard indicators has to be decided



First draft Executive Summary (provided today)



All presentational/finalisation aspects in the planning
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FINALISATION PROCESS 



Last chance for comments now: please use it



Deadline: 9 February



Final quick reading before March BFUG (only very minor corrections possible)
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Thanks for your attention
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Indicator proposals: 


Level of national openness to cross border QA activity of EQAR registered agencies 

Portability of public grants and publicly subsidised loans


Measures to support the participation of disadvantaged students 

Financial mobility support to disadvantaged students 



National Implementation of the principles of the LRC





«Old» Scorecard indicators

n°1. Implementation of the 1st and 2st cycle 

n°2. Access to the next cycle 

n°3. Implementation of national QFs

n°4. Development of external QA system 

n°5. Student participation in external QA

n°6. International participation in external QA

n°7.  Stage of implementation of the DS

n°8.  Stage of implementation of ECTS system

n°XX.  Recognition of prior learning
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4: Financial mobility support to disadvantaged students 
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Indicator Proposal 1: Level of national openness to cross border QA activity of EQAR registered agencies

Description of categories

All institutions and programmes can choose to be evaluated by a foreign QA agency
to fulfil their obligations for external QA, while complying with national requirements.
EQAR registration serves as a criterion for agencies to be allowed to carry out cross-
border evaluation/accreditation/audit.

In some cases, institutions and/or programmes can choose to be evaluated by a
foreign QA agency to fulfil their obligations for external QA, while complying with
national requirements. EQAR registration serves as a criterion for agencies to be
allowed to carry out cross-border evaluation/accreditation/audit.

In some or all cases, institutions and/or programmes can choose to be evaluated
by a foreign QA agency to fulfil their obligations for external QA, but EQAR
registration is not a criterion used to determine which agencies are allowed to carry
out such cross-border evaluation/accreditation/audit.

Discussions are ongoing or plans have been made to establish a legal framework
allowing EQAR-registered agencies to operate in the country.

Institutions and programmes cannot be evaluated by QA agencies from outside the
country to fulfil their obligations for external QA, and no plans are being discussed.

Source: Eurydice
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Description of categories

Full portability across the EHEA of all available national student support measures —
grants and/or loans* — for credit and degree mobility. Equivalent requirements for
public grants and/or loans if students study in the home country or abroad.

Portability of all available national student support measures — grants and/or loans —
for credit and degree mobility, but with some restrictions related to geography
(country limitations), and/or types of programme, and/or field of study or time.

Portability of all available national student support measures — grants and/or loans —
with or without restrictions for credit mobility, and portability of loans but not grants
for degree mobility.

Portability of all available national student support measures — grants and/or loans —
with or without restrictions related to geography (country limitations), and/or types of
programme, and/or field of study or time for credit mobility. No portability for degree
mobility.

No portability**: public grants and/or loans are only provided if students study in the
home country or in exceptional cases (no equivalent programme is available in the
home country).
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Description of categories

1 Financial support targeted at disadvantaged students
OR Mainstream support with need-based allocation provided to more than 50% of students;
2 Quantitative policy objectives for participation and/or completion of disadvantaged students;

3 Monitoring participation and completion of disadvantaged students.

Financial support targeted at disadvantaged students

OR Mainstream support with need-based allocation provided to more than 50% of students™*;
No quantitative policy objectives for participation and/or completion of disadvantaged students;
Monitoring participation and completion of disadvantaged students.

Financial support targeted at disadvantaged students

OR Mainstream support with need-based allocation provided to more than 50% of students;
No quantitative policy objectives for participation and/or completion of disadvantaged students;
No monitoring participation and completion of disadvantaged students..

Financial support not targeted at disadvantaged students and provided to less than 50% of students;
No quantitative policy objectives for participation and/or completion of disadvantaged students;
No monitoring participation and completion of disadvantaged students..

No financial support provided to disadvantaged students;*
No quantitative policy objectives for participation and/or completion of disadvantaged students;
No monitoring participation and completion of disadvantaged students..

Source: Eurydice & Eurostudent
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Financial mobility support targeted to disadvantaged students

OR Portable grants targeted at disadvantaged students

OR Portable mainstream grants with need-based allocation provided to more than 50% of
students*™*;

Systematic monitoring of disadvantaged students in mobility.;

Financial mobility support targeted to disadvantaged students

OR Portable grants targeted at disadvantaged students

OR Portable mainstream grants with need-based allocation provided to more than 50% of
students;

Ad hoc monitoring of disadvantaged students in mobility.

Financial mobility support targeted to disadvantaged students

OR Portable grants targeted at disadvantaged students

OR Portable mainstream grants with need-based allocation provided to more than 50% of
students;

No monitoring of disadvantaged students in mobility.;

No targeted support for mobility provided to disadvantaged students;
Support with need-based allocation provided to some, but less than 50% of students;
No monitoring.

No support provided to disadvantaged students for mobility.*

Source: Eurydice and Eurostudent
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List of Description of categories

countries

The Convention has been ratified and appropriate legislation complies with the legal
framework of the LRC and the later Supplementary Documents1, so that the five main
principles are fulfilled and:

1) Applicants have a right to fair assessment;

2) There is recognition if no substantial differences can be proven;

3) Legislation/guidelines encourage comparing learning outcomes rather than programme
content;

4)In cases of negative decisions, competent authority demonstrates f substantial difference
5) There is a right of appeal

The Convention has been ratified and appropriate legislation complies with abovementioned
principles 1) 2) 3) and 5)

The Convention has been ratified and appropriate legislation complies with abovementioned
principles 1) 2) and 5)

The Convention has been ratified and appropriate legislation complies with abovementioned
principles 1) and 2)

The Convention has been ratified but either principle 1) or 2) or both is not fulfilled
Or The Convention has not been ratified
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I. Executive summary


The present report summarizes the conclusions and recommendations from the second Bologna Researchers’ Conference, organized in partnership by Romania and Armenia, in Bucharest, on 24-26 November 2014. 


In particular, the report puts forward several conclusions and recommendations formulated with a view to informing the discussions and decisions at the upcoming Bologna Ministerial Conference (Yerevan, 14 – 15 May 2015). They refer to the following main themes:


· The current state of the Bologna Process and the European Higher Education Area.


· The future of higher education in Europe.


· New priority areas for the development of higher education in Europe.


· The role of research vis-à-vis policy making in higher education.


The report also summarizes the conclusions and recommendations from the thematic sections of the conference, as follows: 


· Financing and governance;


· Internationalisation;


· Education, research, and innovation;


· Quality assurance;


· Evidence-based policies in higher education: data analytics, impact assessment, and reporting;


· The impact of the Bologna Process in the EHEA and beyond;


· Teaching, learning, and student engagement;


· Excellence and diversification of higher education institutions’ missions;


· Social dimension/equity.

II. About the conference


The Bologna Researchers’ Conference aims primarily at providing research-based insight and recommendations to inform the discussions at the periodic gathering of the ministers responsible for higher education in the countries of Europe. As such, it represents a particular attempt to link research and higher education policy making in Europe. 


Like the first edition (2011), the second Bologna Researchers’ Conference was purposely organized ahead of a Bologna Ministerial Conference (Yerevan 2015, this time). 

In retrospect, the first Researchers’ Conference appeared to have fulfilled its objectives:


· The first edition was useful for policy makers, including by informing the discussions and conclusions of the Bucharest 2012 Bologna Ministerial Conference and its follow-up.

· The outcomes of the first edition contributed to creating a sense of anticipation, which led to the organization of the second edition. 


· The first edition was useful for the community of researchers itself and for others interested in the insight provided. The papers presented at the 2011 conference have been compiled into a two-volume publication, and made available electronically and in print (see: European Higher Education at the Crossroads – between the Bologna Process and National Reforms, Springer 2012). To date, articles from the e-book have been downloaded almost 20,000 times and they are extensively cited in other studies, articles, and reports.

The Bologna Researchers’ Conference addresses a clearly identifiable need for dialogue between researchers and other higher education stakeholders, and it is emerging as a useful new tradition in Europe.

The second edition of the Conference was co-hosted by the Romanian Ministry of National Education, the Ministry of Education and Science of Armenia (currently hosting the Bologna Secretariat), and was supported by the Italian Presidency of the Council of the European Union. It was also included in the official EHEA calendar.

Over 50 papers were presented in nine thematic sessions and about 180 participants attended, from almost all countries of Europe, as well as Canada, the United States, Thailand, Vietnam, and Australia. In addition, several broader panel discussions were organized with researchers, policy makers, university administrators, and leaders of international organisations from Europe and other parts of the world.


The conference brought together established and up-and-coming researchers who study developments in the European Higher Education Area while paying attention to national, as well as broader international and global trends and developments in higher education. The participants represented different types of organisations, primarily universities and research institutes, but also student organizations, professional organizations, governments, and international organizations.


The conference had a research and policy agenda, not a political one. It was not intended as a representative gathering of the community of researchers in a formal sense. The conclusions and recommendations from the Conference do not claim to articulate the views of the entire community of researchers.

Another important characteristic of the conference was its inclusive character: basically all strands of research in higher education were represented, from strongly theoretically oriented to applied policy research; from independent academic research to commissioned studies; and from research based on sophisticated methodological approaches to reflective inquiry by professionals and practitioners in higher education and higher education policy.


The main thrust of the conference was different from that of a typical academic/disciplinary oriented conference. It consisted of a concerted effort to identify key policy lessons based on the research conducted in this broad area so that to be able to put forward concrete conclusions and recommendations for the Ministerial Conference. Special attention was given to the positive contributions and shortcomings of the Bologna Process to date, and also to lessons that could inform the discussion about the future of higher education in Europe.


Several of the conclusions and recommendations from the second Bologna Researchers’ Conference appear to be novel in their character. They reflect the recent progress of the research in this area and consider new and emerging developments and trends.

III. Main conclusions 

1. The state of the Bologna Process and the European Higher Education Area


The Bologna Process represents an unprecedented, ambitious and original European initiative. It has a mixed record of important and genuine achievements and also missed opportunities and failures.


It is important to emphasize that the Bologna Process stimulated or helped to promote and implement important reforms and developments in many European countries and higher education institutions. 


The Bologna process has had a practical impact, noticeable and positive in many respects. Clear and significant contributions have been made in a number of areas, including, for example, quality assurance, structure of degrees, or internationalization of higher education.


One of the most important contributions of the Bologna process has been the creation of a European space for dialogue in higher education, which is unique in the world. This space for dialogue in turn made possible the emergence of new concepts and a new vocabulary, new tools and new policies and practices in higher education, with genuine value for the countries of Europe. It is important to stress than more than just a space for dialogue (or just for “discussion” or policy learning), the Bologna Process and the European Higher Education Area also created a platform to inform decision-making and stimulate and support practical action in higher education at the European, national and institutional levels.

The Bologna Process has attracted a lot of attention in other parts of the world, and elements of the Bologna Process or the European Higher Education Area serve as references, source of inspiration, or as models for similar initiatives in South East Asia, Africa, Latin America, and the United States. This phenomenon speaks for the value of the Bologna Process.


After 15 years of Bologna Process, many practitioners in higher education, including academic and administrative staff members, students and student organizations, but also representatives of public authorities and the business sector, have internalized the spirit of the Bologna Process, support and promote this spirit, if not the formal full process as such. This is true even in countries where the official government attitude is cold towards Bologna, if not simply away from Bologna. One could in fact speak of a large degree of support for the Bologna Process in Europe, with millions of anonymous but committed volunteer promoters of the spirit, ideas, and specific initiatives of the Process. This is a sociological reality that must not and cannot be ignored by policy makers, while at the same time also acknowledging existing opposition and discontent.


2. The future of higher education in Europe


The project of a European Higher Education Area continues to have important potential for promoting and supporting further positive developments in higher education and for addressing challenges at the national and European level. 


At the same time, it is important to acknowledge that the conditions of its initial design have changed. Europe has changed and the world has changed since the start of the Bologna Process.  The policies, mechanisms, and tools promoted by the Bologna Process that are available today in the countries of Europe are by and large useful. However, they are linked to an older design. Currently, these policies and tools might not represent the best answer to the question “are we ready for the future?”. This situation makes a fundamental re-thinking of how a European common space for higher education could continue necessary. For this, we could build on the positive experiences and achievements to date.

We need to re-think “Bologna” fundamentally, if we are to keep this name altogether in the future, but we should not abandon the “Bologna” idea. For that, however, a new vision is needed, not just technical adjustments. 


A European common space for higher education should continue to rely on voluntary governance structures (no hard law). As such, it should allow joint policy learning, and it should help to inform decision-making and practical action, coordinated or individually, in order to address new and emerging national challenges, first, and then also European challenges.

The European Higher Education Area goes well beyond the European Union. It benefits significantly from but does not rely in an existential manner on the work and support of EU institutions. The project of a European common space for higher education is related to but not identical or fully dependent on the European integration process as a political process. It is important to acknowledge that a European common space for higher education can continue to exist and play a positive role in the future even though the European integration process might be stalled or even in same ways reversed. 

3. The role of research vis-à-vis policy making in higher education


Policy making in all European countries is hindered by the lack of sufficient evidence, data, information and professional insight that could be used efficiently. 


Research in higher education is a developing field in Europe and elsewhere in the world. Europe, however, already has a vibrant community of higher education researchers. This community is indeed a European community of researchers, rather than being organized on a national basis, considering the scope and the depth of the research conducted, their policy aspirations, and also the nature of professional communication among researchers.


Research in higher education could contribute significantly to bridging the gap between policy-making responsibilities and the availability of reliable evidence and professional insight more generally. This potential has been only very moderately exploited to date. 


IV. Recommendations for the Yerevan Ministerial Conference


1. We recommend that the Ministers re-affirm the significance of a substantial European dialogue and coordinated efforts in higher education, within a common European space for higher education.


2. We recommend that the Ministers affirm the need to develop a new vision for the European Area of Higher Education. This new vision should consider new developments in Europe and in the world, build on achievements to date in the European Higher Education Area, and address new and emerging challenges at national level first, then at the European level. This new vision might require a revised/refined understanding of governance in a European common space for higher education, as well as the identification of new priority areas, some of which are suggested in the detailed conclusions and recommendations of this conference.


3. One of the main shortcomings of the Bologna Process has been the exaggerated emphasis on structures and bureaucratic ways of implementation, at the detriment of content and substance of higher education.  To correct this situation, we recommend that the Ministers designate teaching and learning, including lifelong learning, as a priority area for the immediately following period. Moreover, we recommend to the Ministers to mandate a working group to identify ways in which to promote the advancement of teaching and learning within the context of the Bologna Process even before an overall re-thinking eventually takes place.


4. We recommend to the Ministers to affirm the importance of various strands of research in higher education for higher education policy making. We recommend that the Ministers mandate a working group to identify models (including building on already existing projects in this area) and ways in which a more effective relationship could be promoted between research and policy making in countries of the European Higher Education Area. We suggest that existing EU funding could be considered in this context.


V. Conclusions and recommendations from the thematic sections of the conference


1. Financing and governance


Findings:


· The concept of performance-based funding is differently understood in Europe and it is reflected in different policies and practices across European countries.


· It appears that financial aid policies for students from underrepresented groups are underdeveloped, as opposed to merit-based support. There is a need to provide more attention to low-income students and students from minorities.


· We witness worrying discrepancies in the level of funding for research between post-communist EHEA countries and the countries of Western Europe, the U.S.A., and the Far East.


· Efficient public funding needs agreement on the goals, continuous consultation with the sector, proper regulatory frameworks, and effective assessment of the funding measures and their impact (both wanted and unwanted).


· Funding of internationalisation is a severely understudied area (who funds what, in which way, with what effects).


Recommendations


· It remains important to study more thoroughly the impact of various funding policies and tools. Moreover, there is also a need for a more structured approach in gathering data regarding financing of higher education. Concentrated European efforts might support faster progress in this area, as it is shown by the experiences of the European University Funding Forum, or the EUA Public Funding Observatory.


· It is important that the higher education sector be involved in co-designing the funding formulae. Funding mechanisms should be clear about their aims and purposes. Their impact at the institutional level needs to be considered.


· In the design and implementation of policies for funding for excellence, regional inequalities should be considered as well.


· Academic prestige comes primarily from research, not from teaching. There is a need however to promote and reward good teaching, including through appropriate funding policies and incentives.


· There is a need for further research regarding the identification and needs of underrepresented groups in to provide better support measures, (including by analysing the impact of fees on students). 


2. Internationalisation


Findings and recommendations:


· Internationalization strategies are influenced by a variety of drivers and also by context-dependent starting points. National policies in this field should be clear about their intended purposes, as well as about the role of public authorities in supporting HEIs in their efforts to pursue specific purposes. This is key to positioning countries and institutions. Internationalization should be approached with a clear purpose and intention. It should not “just happen”.


· Specific strategic approaches need to be developed for achieving specific outcomes. For example, in the case of internationalization at home, key aspects to be considered are: developing appropriate teaching and learning strategies, strategies for the development of intercultural competences, structured staff development strategies, or appropriate and effective assessment strategies. 


· Ethics and internationalization need be embedded in order for higher education to contribute to sustainable development.


· Mobility policies should shift to becoming a European responsibility; if the EHEA goals in this field are to be achieved, all EHEA students should benefit from the same conditions as the EU students.  This might mean inter alia access to transparent EHEA-wide information on admission and funding in the different countries and institutions.


· There is need for more evidence-based policy making in the area of internationalization, and also for more willingness to reassess goals based on emerging evidence. For example, mobility imbalances might not be always detrimental to internationalization. Imbalances might need to be addressed, however, when one of the affected parties feels such a need, and in a way that does not limit freedom of movement. EHEA goals in this area (e.g. increased and balanced mobility) might need to be readjusted, as one of the EHEA goals is indeed increased attractiveness, but it is a fact that the most attractive HE systems are rarely seeing balanced mobility flows.


· More research is needed regarding: the influence of institutional differentiation and concentration of resources (mergers, alliances) on internationalization trends; internationalization at home; the understanding and the definition of internationalization; effects and uses of mainstream internationalization policies ‘at the periphery’ (including in both countries and HEIs ‘at the periphery’).


3. Education, research, and innovation


Findings and recommendations:


· There is a general agreement that doctoral graduates should produce an original contribution to the development of knowledge and that they should also achieve a broad set of competences beyond the delivery of a definite piece of research. For this, what is needed are clear policies and mechanisms to support and promote independence, interdisciplinarity, and achievement of generic/transferrable competences as part of doctoral programs. 


· Supervisors play a key role in ensuring that candidates achieve a broader set of competencies and in guiding them in the development of their research careers. More adequate training and support for supervisors should be considered. In addition, the relationship between the institution and the doctoral candidate/early stage researcher should be clarified and approved in advance. It is necessary to clarify the roles and expectations of all parties involved in order to make the best use of all available competence and institutional assets.


· Doctoral candidates are often too narrowly evaluated. There are several unintended consequences of the use of present standards for assessing candidates (such as by single monographs or single authored publications).


· There is a need for internationally agreed standards to evaluate/compare the competences achieved by doctoral students, based on the expected learning outcomes of doctoral programs, be they oriented more towards academic careers or careers outside the academe. We should make the best use of the tools that researchers have put on the table and not try to reinvent the wheel (e.g. Bologna tools, Tuning experiences, and the researcher professionalism model).


· It is important to promote international collaborations and large European infrastructures for research in order to counter brain drain.


4. Quality assurance


Findings:


· Quality assurance is applied very differently in Europe and it is reflected in different policies and practices in different European countries. Practices vary between accreditation driven systems and quality enhancements driven systems. The distinction between external and internal quality assurance is in some systems not evident for academics and administrative staff. Staff is often critical of a close interlinkage of quality assurance systems and funding.


· It appears that the European Standards and Guidelines (ESG) guide national and institutional practices, but that the ESG are not commonly referenced or known outside the quality assurance community in many Bologna countries. 


· There is a need to provide more attention to the role of students in institutional quality assurance and further develop practices for the use of course evaluations.


· Transnational quality assurance has both benefits and challenges for higher education institutions, and its use is often related to the implementation of an internationalization strategy. In many countries, the national legislative framework is nevertheless inhibiting such reviews. 

Recommendations:


Higher educations institutions should consider: 


· To use the revised ESG for creating a quality culture where all stakeholders within the institution feel that they can contribute to the development of learning and teaching.


· Further developing internal frameworks to support quality student experience by focusing more on liminalities and thresholds in order to improve participation and retention rates.


· Defining critical points in students’ experience and putting in place more innovative and nuanced support structures to equip students with threshold capital.


· Improving data collection. At present, significant parts of the necessary evidence/data are often not available, which does not allow a good understanding of quality assurance situation in those institutions.


· Improving communication and information internally and externally regarding channels or paths of progression in order to manage student expectations better. 


Governments should consider: 


· Creating forums for dialogue and communication in quality assurance. 


· Finding solutions to balance openness of higher education systems to cross-border quality assurance provisions with the public responsibility of higher education understood in national terms.


· The need for an inclusive approach regarding quality assurance, along with the reduction of bureaucratic reporting requirements.


· Taking into account in policy making, including in the area of quality assurance, the larger contexts influencing higher education, including factors such as: demography, globalisation, technology, responsibility of higher education towards society, poverty, climate, or sustainable development.


· That quality is a multidimensional concept and it is determined by other processes outside “quality assurance” proper as well.


· Creating avenues for better dialogue between research and decision-making. In the area of quality assurance, the new ESG might serve to open excellent new opportunities for dialogue.


5. Evidence-based policies in higher education: data analytics, impact assessment, and reporting


Findings:


· There is a growing number of studies and assessments in higher education to support evidence-based policies. More and more governments and donor agencies are asking for such studies.


· It is important to communicate the research results in a language that is specific for and understandable to policy makers.


· Contracted research is often perceived as “second” or “third class” research because it brings the feeling that is commissioned by certain institutions to legitimize their decisions.

· Demand for higher education has increased everywhere throughout the last two decades. It is important to have more evidence about financial aid or study aid policies and tools as a way of informing policies about how to address this increased demand efficiently.


· Existing studies on cost-sharing show that, in general, public funds to institutions do not decrease as private funds increase. The introduction/increase of tuition fees usually makes the system better-off overall, by increasing the total amount of resources.


· In general, responsiveness as a result of cost-sharing is less marked in traditional universities and more clearly visible in new institutions.


· Cost-sharing strategies call for integrative approaches to institutional funding and student aid.


· Fees are not all that matters when we look at the level of inclusiveness of higher education.


Recommendations:


· It is important to develop data systems at national level, as well as data systems that allow cross-country comparisons.


· At organizational level, it is important to create efficient mechanisms that allow the study and assessment of internal activities and work, in relation to external factors, as a way to supporting the achievement of the institutional mission.


· At macro-level, it would be important to have policy-makers as active partners in promoting research in higher education and in exploiting the results of this research in a transparent and efficient way.


· It is important to continue exploring the links between research and policy making at the institutional, national, and European level.  This should include exploring the role of research in the policy process, policy advice, policy support, and policy assessment.


· In the countries of Europe, there might be a need to “stop reforming”. Instead, the policy discourse and the policy process proper could concentrate on the creation of a space for science to flourish; rethinking incentive structure to align with values of policy reforms; and professionalizing Bologna implementation further. 


6. The impact of the Bologna Process in the EHEA and beyond


Recommendations:


· In order to respond to the increasing need for global cooperation in the field of recognition, a meta-coordination mechanism for regional recognition conventions could be explored, or the feasibility of a Global Recognition Convention.


· Research should be encouraged on the actual implementation of the Lisbon Recognition Convention as well as the UNESCO recognition conventions for other regions of the world.


· Dialogue should be encouraged to increase experience sharing and peer learning between and among countries and institutions, to understand, motivate the use of and make more sustainable the use of common tools for the advancement of the EHEA in the coming decade.


· The Bologna Policy Forum can be more effectively used in order to improve policy cooperation with the rest of the world. High level meetings linked to ministerial conferences need to be complemented by more focused meetings between policy makers and practitioners on specific topics.

· The Bologna process can consider the ASEAN flexible institutional design as a useful source for reflecting on European practices and on the future of Bologna in Europe.


· There is a need for a redefinition or renewal of the core objectives of the Bologna Process (a call for a new ‘dynamism’). The Bologna Process should continue as a tool for policy learning and contribute to increasing national and institutional debates rather than restricting them.


· Research should be encouraged about governance models that might encompass both policy learning and a common space in higher education in which members commit to a measure of common policies to further mobility and equal opportunities for students and faculty throughout the EHEA.


7. Teaching, learning, and student engagement


Findings:

· The demography of student population and the high participation of non-traditional students in mass higher education, the growing global interconnectedness, the development of educational technology and proliferation of digital media, and the increasing competition in higher education have profound implications on teaching and learning. The changes in the higher education environment are outpacing advances in scholarship, policy reforms and institutional practice. Much of teaching and learning in European classrooms happens without taking into account the latest scholarship in this area or the changes in the student population and higher education environment. 

· Teaching and learning is a broad field and it comprises a number of areas with fast evolving research agendas. Some basic questions, such as who are today’s students, how do they learn, what motivates them, how do we know what they learn, etc. have still not been satisfactorily answered. 

· There is unevenness in the policy initiatives and structural support for the advancement of teaching and learning in higher education in Europe. Some countries have no policies and dedicated instruments to support teaching and learning.

· The differences among individual institutions are significant in terms of structures and processes for promoting excellence in teaching and learning. It is nevertheless uncommon that higher education teachers are left fully to their own devices to improve their teaching (or not). 

· The European cooperation to modernise teaching and learning in higher education has so far been fragmented and in lack of any overarching strategy.


Recommendations:


· Concerted effort is needed among European governments and other higher education stakeholders, including higher education researchers, to advance excellence in teaching and learning in European higher education. 

· Cross-country exchange of knowledge and collaborative projects for advancement of scholarship in teaching and learning is called for, especially in the following areas:

· Instructional methods, tools and technologies and learning environments (active and effective learning; reflective learning and teaching; educational technology; digital learning environments and online education)

· Authentic assessment of student learning and student experience (consequences of different grading and assessment practices on student learning; standardised versus individualised practices of assessment; student surveys and qualitative methods to investigate student learning and experience)

· Student motivation, self-regulation and student engagement (self-regulated learning; sense of belonging and ownership; student learning outside academic tasks; student engagement in extracurricular activities; student social networks; challenges for non-traditional students) 

· Joint initiatives within the EHEA would be helpful to help translate scholarship into policy and practice through joint policy development, policy learning, and support for capacity-building for research, education and training in the area of teaching and learning at the European, national and institutional levels (teaching and learning institutes/agencies/research groups, and institutional units for excellence in teaching and learning).

8. Excellence and diversification of higher educations institutions’ missions


Findings:


· The expansion and quality of higher education are key for the development of modern economies.


· Most countries are concerned about and promote policy reflection and work on the quality of their existing higher education institutions. 


· Very often governments are not happy with the slow evolution of their higher education systems and the global standing of their universities. They push higher education institutions to compete internationally by setting goals in this area and sometimes by offering additional funding to achieve them. Usually the changes in rankings position are considered as the main outcomes of these actions.


· Excellence initiatives are observed in a large number of countries. Positive changes usually take place in the universities participating in excellence policies. The challenge is to continue the push for excellence while respecting autonomy and the culture of self-development.


· With the increased influence of rankings, the international research university becomes the gold standard for all institutions.


· Rankings provide a partial picture of what a university is and does. It remains an open question whether ranking measures are related to measures of quality assurance or organizational effectiveness.


· Ranking methodologies are not immutable but have changed over the years.


· Rakings have a significant impact on public opinion and decision makers.


Recommendations: 


· More data is needed in order to be able to assess the impact of excellence initiatives.


· A larger set of indicators should be used to demonstrate the third mission of universities.


· Universities need to be visionary centres of sustainability, innovation, and excellence. It is fundamental for the future of universities to promote the integration of sustainability indicators into standard university rankings not only for assessment purposes, but also for spreading a sustainable perspective in all academic institutions.

9. Social dimension/equity


Findings and recommendations:


· There is an overall need for the re-definition of the social dimension in the EHEA. This re-definition must include closer attention to the relevance of local contexts for the social dimension.

· Progress on the social dimension requires developing monitoring, advising and peer learning. In this context, EHEA needs strategies to adapt to changing diversity. 

· There is a clear need for more data in this area in order to be able to define the underrepresented groups and their needs, as well as to better identify issues of equity. It would be useful to have targets set for data collection (including more targeted data, more relevant, more specific) as part of policies geared towards the social dimension.

· One of the main challenges with regard to the social dimension is the lack of action, although the social dimension is a pre-condition to achieve the Bologna agreed-upon objectives.


· A national strategy is recommended for the allocation of funds meant to support the social dimension, with explicit targets, measures and plans.

· More frequent policy evaluation is needed in the area of social dimension.

· Supplementary mechanisms of support for Roma students coming from poor or traditional backgrounds need to be developed.


· Information and communication campaigns to improve public perception of the problems of groups with special needs should be undertaken (especially looking at the information that reaches the parents and potential candidates).


· In universities, good practice examples should be rewarded in order to motivate a change of attitude and the proactive construction of internal mechanisms in support of vulnerable groups.


· Universities need to increasingly adapt to addressing student needs and to move beyond a reactive and passive attitude, which is not aligned with the Bologna process.


· Lifelong learning is becoming an important equity driver.
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Luxembourg



Source: commons.wikipedia.org
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550’000 inhabitants

Workforce doubles during the day

Surface 2,586 km²







3 official languages: 
Luxembourgish, French, German
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EU founding state



EHEA member since 1999

2015: Luxembourg’s 12th EU Presidency

EU institutions in Luxembourg

European Investment Bank 

European Court of Justice

European Commission

Court of Auditors





European Parliament
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2003: 1 university – 	   3 campuses

2015: 1 main campus in Belval

100% established mobility in under-graduate studies









6’200 students from 100 countries











































LU2015 – Draft priorities in Education/Training

Early school leaving

Multilinguism and quality in education

Student mobility

Third cycle

Lifelong learning
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Ministry of Education, Children and Youth 
(MENJE)

Ministry of Higher Education and Research (MESR)







LU2015 – Education Meetings & main Conferences

June 18-19: High Level Group on Education and Training

July 9-10: Symposium on Early School Leaving

September 8-9: Bologna Follow-up Group Meeting

September 10-11: Conference on multilingualism and diversity in ECEC

October 15-16: Hearing on “Inclusive Education”

October 26-27: DG Schools

November 16-17: DG Vocational Education & Training and conference on the “Youth Guarantee”

November 23-24: Council Education, Youth, Culture & Sports

November 23-24: DG Higher Education

December 10-11: Conference on the Marie Skłodowska-Curie COFUND Scheme
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LU2015 – BFUG 2015-2018



LU + LI:  Co-chairmanship during the first semester in BFUG 2015-2018



June 30: BFUG board meeting, Liechtenstein 

September 8-9: BFUG meeting, Luxembourg
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LU2015 – Welcome in Luxembourg

9

Luxembourg @ work

Belval 2004

Belval 2014
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