Annex 1

Feedback on the Second Bologna Policy Forum 
& Input for the organization of the Third BPF
Regarding logistical arrangements
Opinions expressed in the BFUG meeting of Alden Biesen (25-26th of August), draft Outcome of Proceedings

EURASHE: 

· BPF should be placed before the MC (pg 13);
NORWAY:

· MC & BPF should be organized as a whole (pg 13);
· more prominent and active role should be given to the Ministers;
ENQA:
· Questionning the non-EHEA guests about the topics of interest (pg 13);
UNESCO:

· Need for improved communication through the EHEA website, seen as an important support for mobile students (pg 13);
BELGIUM (French Community):

· the issue of the organization of Forum's follow-up to be discussed in the IO WG (pg 13);
THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION:

· preliminary discussion on how to organize the Ministerial Conference would be useful for clarifying how to combine it with the BPF (pg 13);
ESU:

· increased stakeholders’ participation, which should be also reflected in the size of delegations, in order to include students’ representatives in all delegations of the invited countries (pg 13);
AUSTRIA:
· the morning info-session in Vienna had been too short;

· having all EHEA Ministers present within the next Bologna Policy Forum (BPF) edition (pg 4).
ROMANIA:

· the possibility to organise (before the Ministerial Conference) an event dedicated to the researchers on the Bologna Process, able to provide some new ideas and inputs for the MC and the BPF (pg 4).
Opinions expressed in the International Openness WG meeting minutes of May 27th, 2010

· more time for questions and answers was highly recommended;
· during the next Forum, a separate room should be  allocated for the information session;
· the rooms allocated for bilateral meetings were used to the full capacity, so it would be a good idea to keep this practice in the future;
· With regard to the interactive working group sessions, the organisational team received positive feedback as well;
· The organisers had aimed at regional balance for the division for the participants within the working group sessions and this practice ensured an inclusive debate;
· The Chair warned the next organisers of the Policy Forum that although the registration process started early, there were still last minute registrations;
· The language regime worked well. (5 languages);
· For the next BPF a format that allows for keeping the EHEA ministers needs to be found (having the discussion on the Ministerial conference communiqué after the BPF is one option);
· The efforts to include student and higher education institution (HEI) representatives in the BPF national delegations were successful for some of the countries, but not for others, so this aspect requires additional work in the future;
· An aspect that needs to be considered is that in contrast to the EHEA delegations of five, the delegations of non-EHEA countries were limited to three, which makes it more challenging to include a student and a HEI representative. For the sake of equal treatment, the size of delegations could be reconsidered for the next BPF;
· Another organisational issue was the great interest of ambassadors to be present. They were invited to the festive evening event but not to the meeting, unless they were listed as official members of the countries’ delegations. Declining the requests and clarifying the composition of the delegations took a lot of time and energy;
· The Chair remarked the very good keynote speech from the side of IAU and also that the format of using only one key note speech seemed to work well;
· The Chair felt that the consultation of all BPF participants beforehand on the adoption of the Bologna Policy Forum Statement was very useful and welcomed by all participants. This democratic consultation procedure worked very well and it should probably be kept and enhanced by sending the draft earlier to the participants;
· With regard to the registration process, the Chair said that the procedure of having one contact person for each delegation was quite useful;
EUA:

· (in their written feedback) also recalled the need to organise events at stakeholder level between the ministerial policy fora;
THE HOLY SEE: 
· appreciated the style of the Second BPF debate and the distance taken from classical political meetings, with the accent being put mostly on expertise and thematic dialogue. The Holy See suggested that in the future more transparency of the BPF working group discussions would be most valuable, e.g. by publishing the statements made during the proceedings;
THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION: 
· appreciated that the joint festive evening event allowed for unofficial contact making;
· The idea of having the final EHEA Ministerial declaration adoption after the BPF was seen as interesting and another idea was put forward: to perhaps organise the BPF information session for ministry officials that could then brief their ministers;
GERMANY:

· commented that even a full day presence for the ministers is problematic and shared with the working group that the German minister was quite disappointed, because the presence of EHEA ministers was lower than expected;
ROMANIA: 
· pointed out that currently there is no strong preference for the theme of the next BPF and that a future discussion on this topic could be held at the next working group meeting, based on a background paper that could include a draft programme, even if in a very incipient stage;
THE COUNCIL OF EUROPE: 
· suggested advancing the BPF by allowing it to take place in the morning of the second day; and then the second part of the EHEA ministerial meeting could take place in the afternoon of the second day. The Council of Europe also supported the idea of having bilateral meetings as integral part of the BPF;
THE BOLOGNA SECRETARIAT: 
· pointed out that the current round of feedback is being held solely between EHEA representatives. A proposal was made to proceed to an electronic feedback session with the contact persons as soon as they are nominated. The consultation could have two steps: one for feedback on the 2nd BPF and brainstorming on the next BPF edition and another one for feedback on the thematic discussion paper and the agenda draft;
BELGIUM  (FLEMISH COMMUNITY): 
· underlined that the Flemish Minister had enjoyed the interactive working group session and would have preferred to have more opportunities for ministerial interaction also on the first day of the (EHEA) conference. A suggestion was made to spread the stakeholders’ input even more throughout the programme so that there is no passive day for ministers;
THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION:

· OECD meetings face similar problems, which is why part of the meetings are broken up in working group sessions. It also has to do with the rooms – if using the plenary room, you still get the plenary feel, which is why proper working group rooms are needed.  Another “trick” used by OECD: only ministers are seated in the front row so that you can get proper discussions of 8-9 ministers.
Opinions expressed by the national contact persons

NEW ZEELAND

While New Zealand very much appreciated the opportunity to take part in the Second Bologna Policy Forum dialogue in Vienna this year, there are a couple of suggestions we would share. 

 

Firstly very few Bologna Ministers stayed on for the Policy Forum.  This is probably not surprising as there were very few Ministers representing other countries there either and I'm sure that would have affected their decision.   This is likely to continue to be the case unless the Policy Forum is repositioned within the Bologna meeting itself, so that it is in the self interest of Ministers to stay through it.  Otherwise their own domestic priorities will always take precedence. Even then, for a New Zealand Minister to travel for 30 hours each way for a half day meeting is not really an option.  

 

In the event though the Forum was primarily a dialogue among policy officials.  

 

Breaking the group up into smaller groups was a very useful logistical approach and allowed for much more communication.  I wonder though whether there is not some way of doing this in the various interest groups.  There appeared to me to be three groups overall:  a) countries outside Bologna, with their own strong systems, but with a real interest in exploring compatibility - I would include New Zealand, Australia, Canada, US, and China in this group; b) countries which are close neighbours of those within Bologna, who are seeking to become Bologna members themselves; c) developing countries whose education systems are still dependent on those of their former colonisers, and whose interest in Bologna is mediated through aid programmes.  I wonder just how much the three subgroups have in common, and whether it might not be more useful to organise breakout groups on a less random basis.
THAILAND

On behalf of the Ministry of Education Thailand, we would like to once again thank you for inviting us to be part of the BPF. Concerning the Second Bologna Policy Forum, we found that overall organisation was very impressive especially the food and the venue. 

 

However, the reception on the first evening was rather too late in the evening. For us travelling from Asia combining with different time zones, it was indeed tiring.It would be much better to have a welcome reception only briefly for 2 hours from 19.00-21.00 hours. During the Forum, it would be more effective if Heads of Delegations were given more time to to share their view and opinions in the workshop. Finally, at the end of the Forum it was quite hectic as the organiser did not arrange transportation for the participants, leaving us stranded waiting for public taxis for more than an hour.

Regarding the content of the Second Bologna Policy Forum
Opinions expressed in the BFUG meeting of Alden Biesen, draft Outcome of Proceedings

THE NETHERLANDS: 

· QA as a topic for the third BPF (pg 13);
ESU:

· Support for a wider consultation on the BPF topics;

· paying the necessary attention to the envisaged outcome of the Forum (pg 13);
Opinions expressed in the International Openness WG meeting minute, of May 27th, 2010

· Positive appreciation of the existence of information sessions;
THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION: 

· suggested that perhaps there should be less expectations to organise new events by 2012 as a follow-up of the Second BPF and that the focus should rather be to include the already existing initiatives in the discussions held in the 2012 BPF and “brand” bilateral and multilateral activities as BPF initiatives. Even though the European Commission agreed that “labelling” can be negatively interpreted, benefits would surely arise from having an “official schedule” in anticipation of the next BPF.
· According to the European Commission part of the secret is to pick a topic the ministers want to learn about. They need to have the feeling they can talk business, either bilaterally or in working groups.
AUSTRIA:

· according to the South Asian delegations, the event was very important on regional level.
Opinions expressed by the non-EHEA nominated contact persons – Theme proposals

TUNISIA:

· Employability in the context of the Bologna process 

· Quality/ Accreditation and mutual recognition of studies and qualifications
ISRAEL:

· Meeting the Brain Drain Challenge through Establishing and Nurturing Centers of Research Excellence

· Aligning the Interests of Students and Institutions for Higher Education -  Mechanisms of Cooperation, Checks and Balances
LEBANON:

· Resistance to Bologna principles by higher education systems characterised by multidimensional diversity, in particular where American style universities are present. 

· How can Bologna principles can inspire other cross-regional processes in the modernisation agenda of higher education.

NEW ZEALAND:

· Qualification frameworks within and beyond Bologna It might be useful for Ireland to present on their work with New Zealand in looking at complementarity of qualifications frameworks and how this can help countries within and beyond the Bologna family;
· Mobility - the last Ministerial meeting agreed to a tyarget of 20% of graduating students in 2020 having had an international component to their programme, how can we work to ensure this does not become solely intra-Europe mobility, but is an integral of opening Bologna up to the whole world.
SAUDI ARABIA:

· Learning Outcome: Definition + acquirement and its measurement 
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