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Meeting of the BFUG Working Group "Reporting on the Implementation of the Bologna Process"

Riga, University of Latvia, 16 November, 09.00-15.15 hrs

DRAFT MINUTES

	Country/organasations
	Name 

	Austria
	Helga Posset

	Bologna Secretariat
	Gayane Harutyunyan

	Bologna Secretariat
	Edgar Harutyunyan

	EC
	Frank Petrikowski

	EI
	Guntars Catlaks

	EQAR
	Ligia Deca

	Eurostudent
	Christoph Gwosc

	Eurydice
	Viera Kerpanova

	Finland
	Maija Innola

	France
	Benoît Labat

	France
	Helen Lagier

	Germany
	Birger Hendriks

	Germany
	Kathleen Ordnung

	Kazakhstan
	Narbekova Banu

	Latvia (Co-Chair)
	Andrejs Rauhvargers

	Lithuania
	Arūnas Mark

	Lithuania
	Laura Stracinskiene

	Luxembourg (Co-Chair)
	Germain Dondelinger

	Luxembourg
	Claude Schaber

	Turkey
	Ercan Lacin

	UK/Scotland
	Susan Whittaker



Apologies have been received from: Soenen Magalie (Belgium/Flemish Community), Henning Detlef (Business Europe), Radu Damian (ENQA), Taina Moisander (ESU), Michael Gaebel (EUA), Stefan Delplace (EURASHE), David Croiser (EURYDICE), Elena Petrova (Moldova), Tone Flood Strøm (Norway)
ESU had sent in their contribution that was used during the discussion.
The host and the Co-Chair, Mr. Andrejs Rauhvargers (Latvia) opened the meeting with welcoming the participants and once again stressed that the main purpose of the working group is to prepare a report on the progress of the implementation of the Bologna Process to be presented at the Yerevan Ministerial Conference in 2015.
Andrejs Rauhvargers, the Latvian Co-Chair noted that there was no information available about who exactly will represent Eurostat at that point. Yet he acknowledged that Eurostat is a very important member of the WG and was convinced that proper contacts with EUROSTAT will be established soon after the group meeting.  
The BFUG Secretariat provided information about the first meetings of the four main Working Groups, highlighting that it was Reporting on the Implementation of the Bologna Process Working Group who met first, while the three remaining Working Groups’ meetings will be held in December. The participants were also informed that the BFUG Secretariat received 31 nominations for this working group but only 21 representatives were present at the meeting.

Discussion of the 2012 report
Andrejs Rauhvargers continued the meeting by launching a discussion on the 2012 Bologna Implementation Report in terms of what was good in the report and what could be changed. 

The Luxembourg Co-Chair, Germain Dondelinger acknowledged that the 2012 Bologna Implementation Report was the best report so far prepared, but there was still the need to improve the data collection. Moreover, he raised two concerns: 

· The next report should be made less process-oriented and more outcome-oriented;

· The Working Group should be more independent from the BFUG. It should enjoy greater autonomy and political interference should be minimised.

Members of the WG agreed that the Report was comprehensive, useful, well structured and with relevant chapter content. Nevertheless the following points concerning the 2012 Implementation Report were made:

· The report was rather lengthy with the number of pages exceeding 200. That causes difficulties in reading and it was suggested that the next 2015 report be as concise as possible and as comprehensive as necessary;

· Examples of cases where more than one country misunderstood the question and consequently gave inadequate answers were mentioned. Those questions will be revised to try to make them clear for all countries;

· The report should focus more on employability, in particular at Bachelor’s level where the link with industry should be enhanced;

· The existence of problems with the previous data collection, especially difficulties with combining ECTS and learning outcomes (LO), were outlined;

· Group members were of the opinion that the chapter conclusions should be improved in the 2015 Report;
· It was also admitted that while in the previous reports  mainly the results of the work carried out in various countries could be compared,  now also the methodology i.e. HOW different countries reach the results needed to be shown;

· It was also noted that there are cases where there are no data available for part of the indicators, and that most probably this situation will remain; 
· More precise definitions are required regarding which programmes are to be considered as ‘Bologna’ and ‘non-Bologna’, as this division was differently interpreted by different countries;
· The Quality Assurance (QA) Chapter in the Report should focus amongst others on the openness and consistency of the recognition of national QA agencies;

The Latvian Co-Chair stressed that there is enough time to consider these issues and to improve the report.
The Co-Chair proceeded to present ESU’s written input on the discussion points for the Reporting WG meeting. The key elements of ESU’s proposal are as follows:

· Following 2012 Report,  indicator values of the 2012 report should be displayed as a reference pointmaking comparisons  with previous  reportvisible.
· There is a need to clearly mark the progress made on the different policy implementation areas since the last reporting round;The Report should be complimented with best-practice examples from the Bologna countries regarding implementing specific reforms according to the Bologna action lines. 

Discussion on the questionnaires and data collection
If possible, it would be helpful to organise a preparatory meeting of country representatives with data collectors in order to explain what is required. This exercise should be organized independently.

However,  the idea to hold a preparatory seminar created certain hesitations in terms of number of participants, timing and scope. 

· In terms of the questionnaire and data collection there is a need for standardisation; the questionnaire has to be clear. 
· It was stressed that countries need to appoint a person or organisation to be responsible for providing reliable data;

· With an aim to make improvements in the questionnaires, the pre-test period could serve as the most suitable time for training the country respondents, as well as for drawing up standardization procedures for the answers to the questions;

·  The Working Groups on  Structural Reforms, Mobility and Internationalisation, Social Dimension and LLL will also be given an opportunity to comment on the questionnaires.

· The Workinng Groups will also be given opportunity to commenton the draft questionnaires.
The Latvian Co-Chair, Andrejs Rauhvargers noted that the Implementation Report is about national policy as it demonstrates how the national policymaking is connected to the objectives and policies of EHEA.  The Co-Chair encouraged the parties to agree on what purpose this document is to serve namely to show, enhance and compare the goals, plans and priorities of 2015. 
Finally, he asked for suggestions regarding new indictors that can be worked out according to the needs and priorities as laid down in the Bucharest Communiqué. 

The discussion gave rise to the following suggestions:
· More content is needed in different areas, e.g. mobility should be seen in terms of internationalisation, and preferably a separate Chapter should be devoted to this objective;

· The Mobility Strategy 2020 for EHEA, which contains several issues on internationalisation, can serve as a handy tool for the data collectors;

· Examine the efforts the countries have made/are making in linking higher education with industry as well as with employability;

· The Social Dimension had been covered very well, as it touched upon access in an extensive way by looking at different countries. Yet it was stressed that the section dealing with the fees and financial support should be further improved to better demonstrate the impact of fees on higher education systems of the EHEA countries;

· QA should be looked at in a more extensive manner, particularly when comparing what has been achieved in this area;

With regard to QA, the EQAR representative, Ligia Deca informed the Working Group that EQAR is developing the analyses of recognition of the EQAR-registered QA agencies within the EHEA context. In doing so, EQAR aims at acquiring more in-depth information on the types of  QA agencies. She added that they were working on the indicator that captures the gradual recognition process. Ligia Deca noted that the EQAR analyses could benefit the work of data collectors by providing them with any relevant information that the study might come up with.

The Luxembourg Co-Chair, Germain Dondelinger    drew the participants’ attention to the priority areas for reporting as laid down in the Bucharest communiqué.. Furthermore, he noted that The Mobility Strategy 2020 for EHEA gives certain tasks to be carried out as well. Then, the Co-Chair suggested proceeding to the discussion of data collection and highlighted the need of developing specific indicators in areas such as lifelong learning, social dimension, internationalisation etc.

Viera Kerpanova, the representative of Eurydice acknowledged that the data collection can be improved and expressed several important concerns, such as how to measure the learning outcomes (LO) and student-centred learning (SCL), and how the implementation of the Mobility Strategy and internationalisation could be evaluated. 

Possible scorecard indicators

The meeting continued with discussion on scorecard indicators - their relevance, the need to develop new ones and whether a scorecard should be reintroduced.  The Latvian Co-Chair made reference to the history of the scorecards and mentioned that some of the indicators had become obsolete e.g. 3-rd degree, ESG implementation.  

While discussing the ECTS indicators the problem was raised of honesty and reliability in answers provided by the countries. It was pointed out that ESU publications used similar indicators on topics such as mobility, access to the second cycle, etc., but came to very different results to the implementation report. 

It was also mentioned that in order to reflect the different country situations,  more stocktaking indicators would be welcome were possible. The 2012 Report improves on previous ones by providing more data-based information for scorecard indicators. There is still a difference in countries related to the implementation of the Diploma Supplement (DS), and quality assurance, particularly to external QA. Student participation in quality assurance still seems to be an important issue. Countries have different levels of the implementation of prior learning, which means more indicators are needed in this regard as well. 
The WG agreed that in some cases the existing indicators need to be sharpened and shifted and there is also a need to introduce new stocktaking indicators where possible. The discussion on new indicators continued with a clarification on how a new indicator is defined and whether it is technically possible to provide criteria for it. It was also stressed that an indicator is not just a numerical value, but has to be measurable also in terms of policy implementation. Moreover there should be consensus on what constitutes better performance if the indicator changes.  And finally, it must be possible to discriminate between 5 steps of performance, in order to have five colours.

The members of the WG agreed that introducing of  new scorecard indicators for portability of grants and loans; life long learning, employability, mobility; and a further indicator on quality assurance related to the possibility of higher education institutions to be evaluated by non-national agencies would be welcome . It was also agreed that the data collectors will check the feasibility of those indicators.

Data collection

The next point of the agenda discussed how the data collection should be organized, and the problems connected with the data collection from the previous period.   It was decided to postpone the final decision on which method is preferable  for the data collection till the next meeting  of the working group  so that  Eurydice can check all the possibilities for improving the organization of data collection  and make it more  friendly for end users.
Reporting timeline
The working group discussed and approved the reporting timeline.

It was also agreed that the next meeting of the WG will be on July 2, 2013 in Luxembourg.
Annex

BFUG WG Reporting on the Implementation of the Bologna Process
Timeline for the production of the integrated report
on the implementation of the Bologna Process 

2012-2015

	2012
	Ongoing Eurostat data collection
	Eurostudent data collection

	16 November in WG meeting in Riga
	WG Implementation: indication of new information needs for 2015 Implementation report according to the Bucharest communiqué; approving timeline, 
	
	

	2013
	
	

	14-15 March
	BFUG: present results of the first meeting of Working group
	
	

	May – August
	Definition of indicators and development of questionnaire by Eurydice, Eurostat and Eurostudent
	
	

	2 July WG meeting in Luxembourg
	WG Implementation: discussion of indicators, preliminary selection of indicators
	
	

	7-8 Nov BFUG Vilnius
	BFUG: presentation of the plans for preparing the 2015 Report
	
	

	September-December
	Pre-test of  questionnaire by Eurydice
	
	

	15 November WG meeting in Riga
	WG Implementation: finalisation of questionnaire prepared by Eurydice 
	
	

	2014
	
	

	January – April
	Data collection by Eurydice through the questionnaire which will be filled by BFUG representatives in consultation with national stakeholders 
Data collection by Eurostat of statistical information from countries of the EHEA not participating in the regular data collections
	
	

	May- November
	Analysis of material, drafting of integrated report, integrating data from Eurostat, Eurostudent and Eurydice and consultation with the relevant working groups
	
	

	2 July 
WG meeting in Riga


	WG Implementation: first discussion of the structure of the implementation report, draft chapters. 
	
	

	October
(Date not set yet)
	BFUG meeting 

· presentation of the results/ drafts.
	
	

	5 November WG meeting in Luxembourg


	WG Implementation: Second discussion on the draft report, finalization of the scorecard indicators and discussion of issues for inclusion of recommendations and conclusions.
	
	

	End of year
	Draft integrated report and conclusions to be sent to BFUG
	
	

	2015
	
	

	January 
	BFUG: discussion of draft integrated report and of the conclusions prepared by the WG Implementation in October
	
	

	January-February  WG meeting in Riga

(if necessary)
	WG meeting : last amendments to final report
	
	

	March 
	Print-ready electronic version of the integrated report provided to BFUG
	
	

	May 2015
	Presentation of final integrated report to the ministerial conference
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