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Welcome and opening
The Chair (Luminita Nicolescu) welcomed the participants and opened the meeting. She thanked the Belgian hosts and, since there were new members of the Working Group (WG), proposed a tour of table.
(1) Adoption of the Agenda

The agenda was adopted unanimously.

(2) Adoption of the Minutes of the WG meeting on 18 January 2011

The minutes of the previous International Openness Working Group (IO WG) were adopted unanimously.

(3) Updates and decisions taken within the BFUG meeting in Gödöllő, 17-18 March 2011 in relation to the IO WG work
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The Chair presented the updates concerning the activity of the IO WG that were discussed and endorsed at the last Bologna Follow-Up Group (BFUG) meeting in Gödöllő, 17-18 March 2011. 

For the Ministerial Conference (MC) and the Third Bologna Policy Forum (BPF) agenda, the BFUG were presented with both versions prepared by the WG in its two last meetings and the short version, lasting one day (from 26 April lunchtime until 27 April lunchtime) was endorsed.

In regard to the overarching theme, from the three proposals received, the BFUG representatives favoured and endorsed the third version, Beyond the Bologna process: Creating and connecting national, regional and global higher education spaces (proposed by EUA via e-mail). For the sub-themes to be approached in the four parallel sessions, there was a clear preference for mobility, quality assurance and social dimension & social responsibility. Since for the fourth sub-theme there was an equal number of preferences stated for transparency tools and employability, the BFUG asked the IO WG to decide on the matter. Moreover, the WG is also expected to refine the sub-themes as to sound more appealing to the participants. Following consultations with the National Contact Persons (NCPs), the UK/ENWI, UK/Scotland and Poland expressed their preference for employability. The Chair asked the IO WG members to discuss this matter further and to come to an agreement both for the fourth sub-theme and the reformulations.

The Holy See also explained that in the BFUG meeting, the participants could not come to a clear conclusion on the sub-themes, this being the reason why the IO WG was asked to help make the final decision.

Belgium/French Community (BE/FR) stated that it is difficult to link the transparency tools with employability and a more clear connection could be established between quality assurance and transparency.

Austria noted that in their internal consultation process, employability was preferred and not a combination of the two sub-themes, as this can also lead the discussions to the cooperation with business, enterprises and the higher education sector (the knowledge triangle). A large number of topics can emerge from this connection and these could also be linked to the 2020 Strategy. However, if the transparency topic is to be debated as well, the discussion could take place in one of the plenary sessions. At the third Asia-Europe Meeting of Ministers for Education (ASEMME3) which took place on 9-10 May 2011 in Copenhagen, there was a clear interest on the Asian part on transparency instruments and rankings. The right person to mediate the discussion in the plenary session should have a balanced approached.
France pointed out that the only identifiable link between employability and transparency tools is the way in which universities look out for the employability of their students. Since there have been some issues in the French academic community, having this topic in the parallel sessions might lead to a controversial discussion about employability. The Austrian suggestion seems appropriate for dealing with this matter.
European Universities Association (EUA) also agreed with the proposals so far. Rather than artificially combine transparency tools and employability, it would be better if one of them would be approached in the plenary. The WG has to firstly identify the aim of these sessions and then try to formulate the sub-themes title rather than the other way around.

The Chair mentioned that connections between the two possible sub-themes can be identified, such as the transparency and ranking of universities which can be related to employability of graduates of the respective universities. However, the compromise suggested by Austria seems a viable option, while taking into consideration that the plenary sessions might not have so much time, especially if keynote speakers are selected for each of them.

Denmark mentioned the consultations in its ministry which also favoured employability, which goes well with the discussions within the European Commission. 

The European Commission (EC) agreed that focusing on employability would allow for a more targeted debate rather than trying to combine the two topics.
Holy See stated that rather than looking for other connection between the two sub-themes, it might be enough debate in employability.

International Associations of Universities (IAU) noted that employability could be related to the readability of programmes, as there is a focus of the diversity on institutions missions. On the other hand, the notion of transparency is very European, outside the continent the term used is “ranking”, therefore such a sub-theme might lead to confusions in the BPF. As a result, the keynote speaker for the BPF should be able to manage the rankings into the discussions.

In order to structure the discussion, Holy See restated that the IO WG members should start from the overarching theme, what it means and how can it be adequately linked to the sub-themes.

The Chair said that the overarching theme is generous enough to enable the keynote speaker to focus on it and direct it towards the several issues which will be addressed in the parallel sessions from an international perspective.


Once the Council of Europe (CoE) pointed out that the four sub-themes seem to have been selected, it addressed the issue of how to further approach the development of the Third BPF.
Austria reminded the Anniversary Conference experience, when it was helpful to have ministers reporting as chairs and provide feedback. However, in order for this to work, the questions should be known beforehand in order to be approached efficiently.

The Chair brought into discussion the good practice for formulating the Vienna/Budapest sub-themes, proposing a similar mechanism for the Bucharest BPF, for both the sub-themes and the background papers.
The BFUG Secretariat put forward two possible options for organising the event: the existence of two keynote speakers or a background paper with follow-up questions. The idea to consult the BFUG members with experience for drafting the background paper surfaced.
IAU came back to the four sub-themes, stating that it might not be wise to separate them. Thus, a single background paper with chapters for each sub-theme was suggested, this enabling the participants to see the interconnectivity. Such a paper needs to have an integrated approach, giving a general description of the overarching theme and sub-themes, the way these were selected and what is the relationship between them.

The Chair agreed with the proposal and asked the WG members whether they would consider proceeding as such.
Slovenia expressed a different opinion, in favour of the Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve way of organising the event, when representatives of other regions were speakers. If the aim is to give the other regions a more prominent role, the speakers should come from different parts of the world. The background paper could be designed as proposed, but later on it will be difficult to moderate the discussions.

CoE shared experiences from conferences it previously organised, where there was an expert as a resource person which introduced a specific topic and directed the discussions.
Denmark said that if the sessions are chaired by an EHEA and a non-EHEA minister, the two should meet prior to the event.

Holy See agreed to have both EHEA and non-EHEA ministers as chairs, but the minister taking the moderating role could deliver a short introduction also.
Academic Cooperation Association (ACA) proposed that both the ministers acting as chairs with equal standing and a consultation group to provide input on the background paper. 
Austria mentioned that in Vienna there were only non-EHEA ministers as chairs and the EHEA ministers as rapporteurs. Since they had different filters and perspective, this did not lead to the usual European discussion.

The EC also underlined that a mixed co-chairing system may prove to be extremely interesting.

Coming back to the 2010 event, Austria reminded that the practice used was to have an EHEA minister presenting the topic and a non-EHEA minister discussing. It would be nice to have such a mix again, as it shows increased interest. Moreover, the two ministers could meet beforehand for better preparing the sessions.

EUA supported the idea of having a mixed chairship, balanced from different perspectives, with two people ensuring that the discussions are launched, following initial consultations. 

The Chair proposed that the co-chairing system (an EHEA and a non-EHEA minister) would take after the expert who contributed to the paper. 
The BFUG Secretariat reminded the IO WG that in Vienna this system was efficient because each co-chair was aware of their role, but should also a consultative expert play a part, things could become too complicated. With more WG members sharing the same idea, it was decided that only the two ministers will chair with no need for additional persons for chairing or moderating.

Holy See pointed out that the introductory statement should be known to the other co-chair, so they can prepare for the answer. As an organised way of doing things, it should be clear who will have various responsibilities (moderating, introducing, reporting etc).

Following this idea, Austria proposed the reports of the BPF parallel sessions to be posted online on the EHEA official website. Also, there could be a rapporteur present to take notes, thus helping the ministers.
The EC underlined too that the two co-chairs should have clear roles established in order to fulfil their responsibilities. Moreover, if there is concluding section, the EHEA minister could have the opportunity to actively participate as well, thus having defined roles and each chair would have the floor.  

IAU supported the idea of assigning an introductory and a wrapping role for each of the ministers. 
Holy See proposed a rapporteur taking notes, preferably from the IO WG, which could come up with a clear statement afterwards to be presented by the minister who wraps up without further discussions.

Austria pointed out that the non-EHEA ministers opened the discussions/ moderated as this was the more visible role and the EHEA ministers acted as rapporteurs because they were used to the Bologna Process themes. For the non-European representation, the organizers tried to have ministers from different continents. A possible solution when selecting the non-EHEA chairs is to ask the NCPs if their ministers would like to have an active role and, if affirmative, a backup plan for no-show is also required.
As the CoE raised the issue of reporting in the plenary sessions, Austria responded by pointing out that the BPF Statement will be quite fixed until scheduled on the agenda, so the remaining time could be used for reporting, but within a well established framework.
IAU suggested it might be interesting to go further than adoption of the Ministerial Communiqué, so the non-EHEA ministers can understand what the background discussion leading to the Communiqué is. An introduction to the Communiqué might be interesting for those who come from outside Europe and this should be considered in the allocation of time, not just the reporting aspect.
Spain argued that the representatives from the outside Europe will have nothing to comment on the Communiqué and also the EHEA ministers might be reluctant in explaining how they arrived to the final version.
Holy See disagreed with Spain, underlining that an explanation is important and ten minutes could be dedicated to delivering such a presentation to the non-EHEA ministers. The introduction could be linked to more than how the communiqué was negotiated.
European Students’ Union (ESU) inquired if the BPF Statement can be discussed in the parallel sessions and redrafted afterwards in time for signing, but the BFUG Secretariat pointed out it would be extremely difficult to do so, as the previous experiences show. One possible solution would be to link the Statement, which is very formal, to the background paper, and therefore guide the discussions in this direction and reflect in the statement many of the discussed topics.

Belgium/French Community agreed with IAU and the Holy See on informing the non-EHEA ministers about the Communiqué. Moreover, a draft Statement should be sent to the NCPs before the BPF, thus ensuring an adequate feedback on its form and content.
Education International (EI) tried to clarify the programme of the non-EHEA ministers in the plenary sessions. The Chair underlined the need to make it clear that plenary sessions are information sessions just with non-EHEA participants, while their exact content remains to be decided upon.

The WG Chair concluded from the discussions up to that point that on 27 April 2012 there will be four parallel sessions which still require reformulation. There will be a co-chairing system, with both an EHEA and a non-EHEA minister, but their roles will be further defined, establishing who will introduce the topic and who will draw the conclusions. A possible solution will be to have two EHEA chairs in two of the sessions presenting and two EHEA chairs reporting. 
EUA agreed with this proposal, while emphasising that a active role to the rapporteur is necessary as well. In order to have short reports in the plenary sessions, it is important for the EHEA and the non-EHEA ministers to meet beforehand. Moreover, the statement is not necessary to be drafted at the BPF, but it should be sent before the event to the two ministers, so that specific topics are addressed in the discussions.

IAU pointed out that the background paper should also have the topics addressed in the statement incorporated in its body. 
The Chair concluded that the statement issues should be discussed in the parallel sessions. Also, either a presentation or short summary on how the Communiqué was decided upon and on its main ideas, especially for the non-EHEA ministers should be presented before the adoption of the document.

The BFUG Secretariat proposed the introduction to the Communiqué to be prepared and delivered by the host minister and participants embraced the idea.
Spain drew attention on the risks this approach brings, as it will be the first time such a presentation is delivered at the BPF.
The Chair suggested that ten days after the meeting, the IO WG members will come up with further potential proposals on the above mentioned topics to be circulated via e-mail.

Slovenia raised an important question on how to approach the overarching theme and the additional sub-themes. This could be done either by merely discussing the major issues or by identifying ways of working together to obtain better results, as means of cooperation in the international context.
The Chair agreed that a specific direction should be indicated before refining the formulation of the sub-themes. In this sense, the sub-themes could be defined as a short phrase, followed by additional questions, as in the Vienna event.
A short debate followed on whether the sub-themes should be defined by the BFUG members which have the expertise, the stakeholders or even via the online Forum, but in the end it was decided to have a brainstorming session and finalise this aspect within the IO WG. As a result, each of the four sub-themes was discussed and a final title for each resulted.
1. Mobility

Belgium/Flemish Community proposed to go back to the Mobility Working Group for additional input, as there was recently a conference on this topic held in Berlin.
Holy See noted that the Mobility WG and the IO WG have different directions, and there is no need to discuss the 2020 strategy, but to seek for the following steps.

Starting from the proposed sub-themes in Annex 4, IAU pointed out that “Global mobility (including recognition issues)” is a concept, not a question and it was decided in the BFUG meeting that recognition will be linked to mobility, as a possible barrier. 
EUA proposed as formulation “How can we promote mobility without encouraging (or preventing) brain drain?” In the detailed questions, recognition could also be discussed, but not exclusively.
However, the BFUG Secretariat reminded the IO WG members that the brain drain was already debated at the second BPF in Vienna and it might be better not to make it a recurring theme.
ESU came up with another suggestion, namely “Balances in a broader context”, as most European students are not going outside EHEA to study.
IAU proposed “Equity and access”, not only from the geographical, but also from the economical point of view. It is important to identify the way things are changing and to take into account also the future of mobility, as many countries are looking at the costs.

Norway brought another idea, “Equity and mobility”, since it brings numerous perspectives of mobility for discussion, of economical, social or political nature. 

Spain proposed “New ways of financing mobility” as a possible title.
Belgium/French Community suggested “The added value of mobility in the global context”, focusing on the equity / access strategies of institutions.

As the discussions leaned towards the “Mobility: Incentives and barriers, balances and imbalances” formulation, IAU proposed to also introduce the notion of “international in the title”.

The BFUG Secretariat announced the IO WG members that ACA has declared its willingness to contribute to this particular chapter of the background paper, as it has a vast experience in this field.

The final title for the mobility sub-theme was agreed as: “Global mobility: Incentives and barriers, balances and imbalances”. ACA will prepare the background paper for this topic.
2. Quality assurance (QA)
In regard to the second sub-theme, quality assurance, ESU suggested using important keywords like stakeholder involvement, either in the title or the follow-up questions.

Holy See noted that the cultural differences should be put to good use, by trying to define various concepts of what quality and QA is. 
Norway proposed “Development of international rankings”, as it might be interesting to focus on quality and excellence, as two sides of the same coin. Also, when debating about international collaborations, it would be wise to point towards organizations like OECD, UNESCO or EC, which have extensive experience.
ENQA reformulated the proposal on this sub-theme into “Ways to identify excellence in QA”.

EUA agreed with ENQA that a reformulation is needed. Moreover, the E4 group would take the lead on this chapter of the background paper, especially since they have an E4 meeting next week where they could plan this undertaking. In their view, the philosophical question on what is ‘QA’ should be avoided and the discussions should focus on ways to identify quality and excellence. Moreover, since there is regional cooperation outside Europe on quality assurance, these international experiences should be taken into account, as it would be beneficial for the European perspective.

IAU noted that the focus should move from quality assurance towards quality improvement or enhancement.
Holy See also mentioned its global experience on the topic of QA, strongly encouraging the approach of different quality notions.

Belgium/French Community mentioned various indicators used in other countries which might prove interesting, also distinguishing between teacher and student definitions of quality, which lead to different sets of indicators.
EC and Belgium/Flemish Community reminded the IO WG that a conference on quality assurance will be organized in Brussels on 14-15 December 2011, as a follow-up of the second Bologna Policy Forum. The conclusions of this event could feed into the preparation of the BPF parallel session on quality assurance.
Coming back to refining the sub-theme title, Spain pointed out that since countries from Africa will also be invited at the BPF, “excellence” may not be the most adequate term to use.
Norway mentioned that QA in general is a very generous topic, thus the focus should be on particular aspects, such as the way in which quality affects the dimension of internationalization rather than quality affecting countries or universities in general.

EUA mentioned that internationalization should not be connected solely with the European dimension, since in Africa or Indonesia for example there are experiences on QA, as well as associations dealing with this topic.
IAU, coming back to Norway’s proposal on ranking noted this issue has to do more with accreditation rather than QA. Focusing on quality improvement brings more open discussions, especially since today, the pursuit of quality and excellence is precluding some institutions from collaborating internationally.

Spain proposed “Global development in QA” as sub-theme title.

Belgium/French Community came up with ”Quality enhancement in a global environment”.  
Norway, aiming to connect QA and internationalization, suggested “Pursuing quality in internalization”.

Following the EI idea of adding the term “global” or “regional” in the title, to better relate to the overarching theme, ENQA proposed “Global and regional approaches to quality enhancement”.
The Chair revised the proposals the IO WG group had come up so far, namely “Diversity of quality enhancement at global and regional level” and “Global and regional approaches to quality enhancement”.
The BFUG Secretariat mentioned “Diversity of global and regional approaches to quality enhancements”, but it was considered too complicated.
Finally, the Chair suggested “Global and regional approaches to quality enhancement”, with the “diversity” issue detailed in the follow-up questions. The E4 will take the lead in preparing the background paper on this topic.
3. Social Dimension of Higher Education / International public responsibility
The Chair introduced the third sub-theme, focusing on the social dimension of higher education (HE) and international public responsibility.
IAU proposed to approach the social dimension at international, regional and local level and how to narrow gaps at all these levels.

At the Holy See suggestion, CoE offered to take the lead in writing this chapter of the background paper. IAU will also be involved.
Spain reminded that a Working Group on Social Dimension exists within the BFUG, however the notion of “social dimension” in the EHEA is very different and it should not be discussed as such at the BPF. Moreover, social dimension and public responsibility are two different terms and they should not be put together. “International social responsibility” might be a better suggestion.
Norway noted there are slight discrepancies between social responsibility and social dimension and proposed the IO WG selected just the former as BPF sub-theme.
EI also reminded about public responsibility, taking into account financing, democracy or equality of different groups. The two should be put together but under another formulation.

IAU, which initially formulated the proposal (International social responsibility, North – South partnerships) noted that social responsibility does not have so much echo outside Europe, but global social responsibility will have more impact, since the sub-theme has to address both EHEA and non-EHEA countries.

Rather than social dimension, Spain suggested “Public responsibility of HE in a global context”, which will include issues relevant for both non-EHEA and EHEA countries.
IAU identified a small nuance on this topic, as there is public responsibility for and of Higher Education Institutions (HEIs). 

Following this observation, Holy See brought “Public responsibility for and of HE in a global and regional society”

The Chair proposed “Public responsibility for and of HE within national and regional context”, which was endorsed by the IO WG members as the third sub-theme for the BPF. CoE and IAU will prepare the background paper on this topic.
4. Employability

As established earlier in the IO WG, employability was the fourth sub-theme of the BPF. 

EURASHE opened the discussion, suggesting that the focus should be on the employable graduate. The tool of “learning outcomes” could prove valuable, as it establishes connections between the student and the employer and it is also related to transparency. It would be interesting to see what makes a graduate employable for a region and then on a global scale.

UK raised the question whether there is any measurable evidence to demonstrate that the EHEA produces the “right” type of graduates. No national or EHEA wide studies have been conducted so far on this matter, but the studies performed by EUA revealed problems with the employability of Bachelor degrees. 

ESU declared in favor of this sub-theme, suggesting the notion of “global crisis” be added in the title, as it had been previously regarded under this context, the most recently in the Oslo conference.
Germany mentioned a national study conducted on Bachelors where the result revealed that small companies do not know what to do with Bachelors, while the big companies have the opposite approach. 

IAU noted that the IO WG could formulate this idea as a question, looking at global problems and local solutions. With participants presenting their perspective, the sharing of experiences might lead to innovative future approaches.
Austria endorsed the proposals from both ESU and IAU. Moreover, it is important for graduates to become more international, as they are more likely nowadays to be hired by international companies and are expected to deal with these challenges.

EUA inquired if employability is going to be perceived from the curricula or the legal point of view. It would be interesting to know whether the systems facilitate the employment and if better results on this topic have been obtained in other parts of the world.
IAU put forward the reformulation proposal which was endorsed by the IO WG members: “Are HE reforms improving graduate employability?”.  EURASHE offered to coordinate the drafting of the background paper.
(4) Discussion on the organizational aspects of the Bucharest Bologna Policy Forum 
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a. The language regime for the Bucharest Bologna Policy Forum 
On the language regime, the Chair came back to the revised concept paper. Taking into account the previous BPF, the proposed languages for the 3rd BPF will be English, French, German, Spanish and Russian plus the language of the host country (Romania) and the two languages of the BFUG Chairs (Danish and Azeri), should they express their desire in this sense.
b. Discussion on the BPF sub-themes, possible speakers and working methods  
The Chair noted that given the previous discussions, no speakers will be required for the parallel sessions and the BPF sub-themes have already been decided upon.
For the keynote speaker, a number of proposals were received: Phillip Altbach (from the Holy See) or a female speaker from another part of the world, preferably from democratic emerging market economies. On this issue, IAU proposed to consider someone outside the HE sector, but with knowledge on the EHEA, as it would be nice to have an inspirational speaker (for example Elinor Ostrom).
Slovenia pointed out that the keynote speaker should be someone who will introduce the overarching theme, by giving a stimulating speech on this topic.
As no concrete proposals were put forward, the IO WG members were invited to submit their feedback on this matter no longer than 19 June 2011.  

Possible selection mechanisms for the countries and international organizations to be invited to the Third Bologna Process Forum
The Chair explained that from the logistical point of view, the location can hold 100 heads of delegations. Given the fact that there were 87 heads of delegations present at the previous BPF, the final selection will be performed by the host country and the BFUG Chairs, in consultation with the IO WG and the BFUG. UNESCO was asked to provide its help one more time with the selection mechanism. It was proposed that ten internationally representative organizations which are active should be also invited.

For sending out the invitations, the BFUG Secretariat put forward two proposals. One option would be to invite the countries first and, based on their responses, a second round on invitations would be addressed to the international organizations. The second option would be to decide on a final participants list and afterwards the countries and the organizations would all be invited at the same time. The IO WG members opted for the later one. Moreover, five members will be present on behalf of the participant countries, while the non-EHEA international organizations would be represented by one person.
Slovenia raised the question whether the organizations would be invited solely at the Third BPF or for the future as well.
The Chair proposed to decide first on the procedure, and then select based on how active each international organization is.
IAU noticed that the list provided by UNESCO seems to be rather comprehensive, so it could be used as a selection base. For the student organizations, ESU offered to send three more appropriate proposals via e-mail.
ENQA mentioned that for QA only one organization is needed.
EI proposed having a table with global organizations, thus having a sample of regional representatives.
Austria suggested one organization on QA, three student organizations, three international organizations and three HE associations, with proposals from EUA, EURASHE and IAU on this matter.
BFUG Secretariat pointed out that if other valuable contributors are identified, they can also be invited. 
The deadline for coming up with proposals on the organizations to be invited is 19 June 2011 as well.

c. Discussing the main aims and structure of the Bucharest Bologna Policy Forum statement
On the topic of BPF Statement, the Chair affirmed that its aim and possible structure should be debated. 
Austria, having the experience of organizing the previous BPF, noted that it is easier to have a political declaration rather than action lines for the Statement.

IAU came with two possible suggestions either using the early Statement circulations for input on concrete measures or making a recommendation for a future BPF with a small number of non-EHEA ministers formulating it.
Slovenia argued that simply sending out the Statement will lead to little or no feedback. Therefore, the members of the IO WG should approach international organizations requesting proposals for concrete action lines. A future BPF will require more than a political statement. If a number of global events will be organised as BPF follow-up it will have a major impact. However, if no significant events will follow, it is advisable to focus on a brief political statement, based on the background paper. 
Belgium/French Community agreed that in order to organize the Forum in the future, something of impact is needed. It would be very good to have a non-EHEA group organizing the fourth BPF, but unfortunately this is not financially possible. 

ESU remarked that the commitment for such a follow-up should come before the event. The countries and organizations from all over the world cannot be expected to take charge, but they could be involved as to play a more active role. Additional BPF follow-up could be discussed more in-depth at the next IO WG meeting in Bucharest. Moreover, ESU would be happy to have an expression of support for global student dialogue in the Statement once more. 
Austria suggested that for concrete proposals of follow-up, not only European representatives should be involved. For the four sub-themes defined, follow-up activities should exist, but the question is whether those who volunteered to write the background paper chapters will be able to deal with this issue as well.
In response to Slovenia’s observations, the EC replied that it would be happy to further explore the possibility of a new conference or other deliverable, e.g. a study, on a HE topic of major international interest and would also be interested in hearing about possible BPF deliverables from other participants.

EI mentioned the possibility of setting up a small observatory of reforms, since in many places there is a movement towards harmonization and this trend should be used effectively.
The Chair set a deadline of 19 June 2011 for new proposals of ideas suitable to be included in the Statement and future concrete action lines.
(5) Possible initiatives to be organised in-between BPFs?
a. Discussion on the scheduled events proposed by the IO WG members 
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On this point of the agenda, EC mentioned a proposal to organize a training session on Bologna issues in connection with one of the Bologna Experts Seminars before the 2012 BPF, particularly designed for the NCPs, pending the BFUG endorsement.
The BFUG Secretariat suggested this project might be more suitably called information or dialogue seminar instead of training and asked when this could be organized still, as there is little time until the Bucharest BPF. The EC informed that for budgetary reasons it should be planned at latest for early 2012.
Austria noted that both the EHEA and non-EHEA community could benefit more if this were to be a joint workshop or a dialogue, rather than a training session.

EC agreed to collect all the feedback received in the IO WG meeting, reformulate its proposal and inform the WG members on the results.
(6) Information on the progress of the EHEA Information & Promotion Network (IPN)

a. Update on the IPN activity: information on the roundtable meeting (Brussels, 10 March 2011), on the IPN workplan progress and on and latest meeting (Brussels, 17 May 2011)

b. Information on the structure of the draft report to the BFUG meeting in Cracow, 13-14 October 2011
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Belgium/Flemish Community gave a brief presentation of the activity and results of the Information and Promotion Network (IPN).

On 11 March 2011 a roundtable was held in Brussels, followed by the third IPN meeting. The IPN Survey prepared by DAAD was introduced, together with a catalogue of questions, amongst the most important were:
· What is the main aim of the IPN? Why do it and what to promote?
· What is the agreed-upon target group of all IPN activities?
· Should the IPN focus on a single Bologna story for the EHEA or pursue a multi-perspective take?

· Should the IPN be an expert network focusing on marketing activities or focus on information first and only in a second step on marketing?

· Would a marketing strategy for the EHEA seem feasible?  

The IPN members formed a task force chaired by Ireland and including DAAD, EUA, ACA, Estonia and Armenia to work on defining the three-five key messages and the key data for EHEA promotion. 
In the fourth IPN meeting, organized back-to-back with the IO WG meeting on 10 May 2011, the results of the task force were further discussed. The chair of the task force agreed that some input was received, but there is still work to be done, as there are four topics on which slogans or catchy phrases will be used, also possibly put on the website. Austria mentioned its intention to draft a proposal to finance the writing of key messages or financial contributions should be asked from the EHEA countries. The structure of the draft report to be presented at the BFUG meeting in Cracow (13-14 October 2011) was also defined.
BFUG Secretariat underlined that the IPN will propose a possible project on developing an EHEA level promotion strategy. Should this proposal be approved by the BFUG, the IPN work will continue as a consultative body to the project team, otherwise the IPN mandate will go back to the IO WG, as the structure deems to have achieved the maximum possible without EHEA level financial support for its activities.
Belgium/Flemish Community emphasised the difficulty of working within the IPN, due to its members diversity and noted the BFUG Secretariat will sent the IPN draft report to the IO WG members by the end of June 2011. The key messages will be ready for feedback at the same time.
Belgium/French Community asked whether the results of the IPN survey will be included in the report and the answer was affirmative. Moreover, it was debated that financing request from the EHEA countries should be accompanied by a proposal. Therefore, a proposal will be prepared and attempts to identify additional sources of funding will be made by OeAD and added to the IPN draft report. 

(7) Endorsement of the structure of the IO WG report for the BFUG meeting in Cracow (13-14 October 2011)


[image: image5]
The Chair introduced this point on the agenda, by presenting the structure of the IO WG final report to be delivered at the BFUG meeting in Cracow, built on the structure of the previous report. A special part will be dedicated to the IPN activity and results.

Austria inquired if there will be just one report from all BFUG WGs/ networks and the BFUG Secretariat responded that all WGs will prepare reports for the BFUG based on the endorsed Terms of Reference, even if they will not be presented to the ministers as such. 

Austria also pointed out that the present situation is different from the one two years ago therefore a similar report cannot be delivered. 
The WG Chair proposed to change the structure of the IO WG report and focus on the main activities and outcomes included in the Terms of Reference, both for the IO WG and the IPN.
The meeting conclusions were drawn by the Chair. 
19 June 2011 is the deadline for providing the following:

· feedback on a keynote speaker for the BPF opening session, 
· a short list of ten international organizations to be invited to the BPF (3 HEI organisations, 3 student organisations, 3 academic staff organisations and 1 QA global association), 
· input for the possible structure and content of the BPF Statement, 
· ideas for follow-up activities, 
· the main points for the chapters to be included in the background paper (according to the sub-themes), 
· the EC refined proposal for a seminar on internationalisation of HE,

· recommendations and proposals on the IO WG report.
(8) Any other business
The next meeting of the IO WG will be held on 9 November 2011 in Bucharest, most probably between 9:00 and 16:00.
An additional meeting will be organized in the beginning of 2012, to monitor the developments of the MC and the BPF. Holy See offered to have the meeting in Rome, but the exact date is to be decided upon via e-mail consultations within the IO WG members.

The Chair thanked Belgium/Flemish Community for being an excellent host and all IO WG members for their contributions and whished everyone a safe journey back. 

16:00          End of the meeting
Used abbreviations

	ACA
	Academic Cooperation Association

	BFUG
	Bologna Follow-up Group

	BP
	Bologna Process

	BPF
	Bologna Policy Forum

	CoE
	Council of Europe

	DAAD
	German Academic Exchange Service (Deutscher Akademischer Austauch Dienst) 

	EC
	European Commission

	EHEA
	European Higher Education Area

	EI
	Education International

	ENQA
	European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education

	ESU 
	European Students' Union

	EUA
	European University Association

	EURASHE
	European Association of Institutions in Higher Education

	HE
	Higher Education

	HEI
	Higher Education Institution

	IAU
	International Association of Universities

	IPN
	Information and Promotion Network

	IO WG
	International Openness Working Group

	NCP(s)
	National Contact Person(s)

	QA
	Quality Assurance

	ToR
	Terms of Reference

	UNESCO
	United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization


Main points of the discussion outlined below:


The BPF overarching theme endorsed by the BFUG was “Beyond the Bologna process: Creating and connecting national, regional and global higher education spaces“.


The four sub-themes agreed upon were:


“Global mobility: Incentives and barriers, balances and imbalances”;


“Global and regional approaches to quality enhancement”;


“Public responsibility for and of HE within national and regional context”;


 “Are HE reforms improving graduate employability?”


For the parallel sessions, a co-chairing system comprised of an EHEA and a non-EHEA minister will be used, with their roles to be further refined.


The EHEA communique will be introduced shortly to the non-EHEA guests in the final adoption plenary by the host Romanian Minister.


A background paper with introduction and four chapters and guiding questions based on the sub-themes will be presented. A 5 min introduction will be delivered by one the two ministers chairing.


ACA will prepare the chapter on mobility;


The E4 will prepare the chapter on quality assurance;


IAU and the Council of Europe will prepare the chapter on public responsibility;


EURASHE will prepare the chapter on employability.











Main points of the discussion outlined below:


The proposed language regime for the 3rd BPF will be English, French, German, Spanish and Russian plus the language of the host country (Romania) and the two languages of the BFUG Chairs (Danish and Azeri), should they express their desire in this sense. 


The keynote speaker will be decided by means of further consultations within the IO WG (feedback to be received no later than 19 June 2011).


UNESCO will assist the host country and the BFUG Chairs in the selection of countries participating in the BPF, by offering a pre-selection of countries from each UNESCO region. After the list of countries and organizations is finalized, they will all be invited at the same time.


Proposals for the ten international organizations to be invited at the BPF will be submitted until 19 June 2011.


The BPF Statement should focus more on political declarations rather than action lines the IO WG members are expected to provide their input on this matter as well as new proposals of ideas suitable to be included in the Statement no later than 19 June 2011.








Main points of the discussion outlined below:


The EC mentioned a proposal to organize a training session on Bologna issues in connection with one of the Bologna Experts Seminars prior to the 2012 BPF, particularly designed for the NCP, pending the BFUG endorsement. Following the discussions within the WG, the proposal will be refined further and presented to the IO WG members again.





Main points of the discussion outlined below:


The results of the IPN Survey prepared by DAAD survey were presented, as well as a catalogue of questions;


A task force was formed, attempting to design 3-5 key messages for EHEA promotion.


The IPN will propose a possible project on developing an EHEA level promotion strategy. Should this proposal be approved by the BFUG, the IPN work will continue as a consultative body to the project team, otherwise the IPN mandate will go back to the IO WG, as the structure deems to have achieved the maximum possible without EHEA level financial support for its activities.








Main points of the discussion outlined below:


The IO WG final report cannot have the same structure as the previous one.


The structure of the IO WG report will focus on the main activities and outcomes included in the Terms of Reference, both for the IO WG and the IPN.


Feedback on the structure of the report is expected from the IO WG members until 19 June 1011 the latest.
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