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	4th Meeting of the BFUG Working Group	
“Reporting on the Implementation of the Bologna Process”

Riga, Latvia

Venue: University of Latvia, main building
Address: 19 Raina bulvāris, Riga, LV1586



DRAFT MINUTES
 
	Countries/organisations
	Name 

	Austria
	Nikolaus Franzen

	Belgium/Flemish Community
	Noel Vercruysee

	Bologna Secretariat
	Gayane Harutyunyan

	Bologna Secretariat
	Edgar Harutyunyan

	BUSINESSEUROPE
	Isabel Rohner

	EC
	Frank Petrikowski

	ENQA
	Tove Blytt Holmen

	EQAR
	Melinda Szabo

	ESU
	Blazhe Todorovski

	EUA
	Michael Gaebel

	Sogeti (Eurostat subcontractor)
	Arnaud Desurmont

	Sogeti (Eurostat subcontractor)
	Thierry Huart

	Eurostudent
	Christoph Gwosc

	Eurydice
	David Crosier

	Finland
	Innola Maijia

	France
	Helen Lagier

	Germany
	Heide Ahrens

	Germany
	Kathleen Ordnung

	Kazakhstan
	Yekaterina Chernykh

	Latvia (Co-Chair)
	Andrejs Rauhvargers

	Luxembourg
	Claude Schaber

	Romania
	Solonar Ovidiu

	Norway
	Gro-Beate Vige

	Switzerland
	Frank Schubert

	UK/Scotland
	Rebecca Robinson



Apologies were received from Germain Dondelinger, the Luxembourgian Co-Chair who due to health issues was not able to attend the meeting. 
Welcome, adoption of the agenda, and the draft minutes of the first meeting
Mr. Andrejs Rauhvargers, the Latvian Co-Chair welcomed the participants to the 4th meeting of the Reporting WG and provided general information regarding the meeting.
The agenda of the meeting was adopted without any amendments. The minutes of the WG’s third meeting was adopted with a minor amendment.

Updates from the BFUG Secretariat and data collectors 
Ms. Gayane Harutyunyan, the Head of the BFUG Secretariat gave an update concerning the Athens BFUG meeting (9-10 April 2014) and activities of other BFUG WGs. The participants were advised that perhaps the most important topic discussed during the Athens BFUG meeting was the issue on the future of the Bologna Process. In this regard, though acknowledging that a lot had been achieved during the 15 years of the Bologna Process, several countries and organisations raised such issues as whether the Bologna Process is still relevant to the countries and their national agendas, how to deal with the uneven implementation of the Bologna reforms throughout the EHEA, and whether the current content and governance of the Bologna Process is still relevant. In Athens, the BFUG also agreed to hold an extraordinary meeting on 18-19 September 2014 in Rome in order to tackle these issues. Moreover, following the Athens BFUG meeting, the EHEA countries and consultative members were asked to identify their national/organisational priorities in order to facilitate the discussions during the extraordinary BFUG meeting. 
As for the developments in the three main WG’s, it was noted that they had been working on the draft final reports to be presented to the BFUG in November 2014. Finally, the participants were informed that the BFUG Board meeting would take place on 9 July 2014 in the Vatican City where the future of the Bologna Process would be one of the standing points on the agenda.
As of July 1st 10 countries had not submitted online questionnaires for the 2015 BFUG data collection. Ireland, Luxembourg, Poland and Lithuania had partially completed the questionnaires   while France, Italy Greece, Holy See, Russia and Ukraine had not submitted any. 
To the concern that Limesurvey, the online tool for the data collection proved to create technical difficulties for the countries, it was noted that there are more advanced alternatives, yet, unlike the Limesurvey, they are not free of charge and require financial resources.
Mr. David Crosier (Eurydice) emphasized that the essential task of the WG is to concentrate on acquiring the necessary data for the 2015 Bologna Implementation Report. Eurydice would coordinate the information and organise the drafting of the Report. The delays in submitting the BFUG questionnaires by the EHEA countries and in data provision by Eurostudent and Eurostat would have their implications on the timetable set for the Report preparation. After having analyzed the data, the issue of scorecard indicators would become clearer.
Mr. Arnaud Desurmont (Sogeti) explained that they represent Sogeti, the subcontractor to Eurostat in charge of collecting and analyzing the statistical data. For the countries that are members of the European Statistical System (ESS) the Eurostat data would be used (mainly UOE data and EU-LFS data); whereas for the non-members of ESS, data would be collected from national sources. Moreover, the list of indicators and data being collected to compute the indicators are nearly the same as in the 2012 Report. The data for the three reference years – 2006, 2009, and 2012 – would be used to show the progress achieved in the time period. For non-ESS members, data would be collected through a questionnaire consisting of two parts:  one directed to educational systems and another collecting data on outcomes (using households surveys) The Eurostat methodology would be applied in analysing the data.  As for the timetable of data collection, the questionnaires were sent out in May 2014 with a deadline for submission of 30 June 2014. The data would be validated by 15 July 2014 and the computed indicators would be provided to Eurostat, Eurydice and DG on Education and Culture on 12 August 2014.  However, it was noted that based on several countries’ requests, the deadline for data submission was extended to either 7 July 2014 or the third week of July.
Mr. Christoph Gwosc (Eurostudent) informed that up to 30 countries participate in the project yet they have different status; data delivery is not mandatory for all of them. The countries were split into two groups: the first group (20 countries) was to submit data by the end of December 2013, but some of them have been delayed. The data control for this group is currently being finalised. The second group would deliver the data by the end of August 2014. Taking into account that compared to the last project round the number of participating countries has increased and the number of indicators has almost doubled, the delays in data submission would have consequences for the preparation of the final report.

Information on the state of art of the data collection

[bookmark: _GoBack]Mr. Andrejs Rauhvargers, the Latvian Co-Chair presented the initial results of the data collection based on the questionnaires received from the EHEA countries in the period until fifty days after the official deadline of April 30 2014. The Co-Chair highlighted that at that time 15 countries had not provided their data, therefore, the final results of the data collection were likely to differ from those presented. Furthermore, several indicators that were developed based on the available data were presented to the participants. Some indicators were shown in a preliminary versions and will be changed when Eurostat data arrive (e.g. state of implementation). 

For more details concerning the first results of the data collection, please refer to the PowerPoint Presentation below:

First results of the data collection
David Crosier (Eurydice) informed the WG members on the state of play of new scorecard indicators. It was highlighted that Reporting WG had developed a series of potential new scorecard indicators to respond to political priorities identified in the Bucharest Communiqué. Furthermore, the WG was invited to reconsider these indicators and, in light of the collected data, agree on the indicators to be recommended to the BFUG at its next meeting in September. 
For more details concerning the first results of the scorecard indicators, please refer to the PowerPoint Presentation below:

During the discussion that followed, the WG agreed upon  several points:
· The new scorecard indicator on information, guidance, and counselling will not be recommended to the BFUG for the 2015 Implementation Report since the information available is not comparable and clear enough. No data is available concerning the outgoing mobility either. Hence the corresponding scorecard indicator will be left out. Nevertheless, the 2015 Implementation Report will reflect upon the two priorities.
· The participants were ambivalent concerning the issue of how the scorecard indicator on openness to cross border quality assurance (QA) should be phrased. There was a concern that setting EQAR registration as the main criterion for agencies to be allowed to carry out cross-border QA would go beyond the Ministers’ commitment in Bucharest. Still, EQAR should serve as a prominent factor in this indicator as it was created by the Bologna process exactly for the purpose of opening cross-border QA. The WG agreed on a text to mirror these concerns. It was stressed that the indicator has been revised to be more objective and forward-looking, which can also differentiate better the national situations. In addition, it was proposed to replace the expression “some institutions/programmes” with “in some cases institutions/programmes” in the indicator.
· The WG agreed to keep the proposed scorecard indicator on portability of grants and loans and to make clear that it has to be related to the national systems of grants and loans additionally, it was stressed that the Yerevan Communiqué has to reinforce full portability across EHEA.
· The WG agreed to recommend the scorecard indicator on support for disadvantaged students for mobility with a minor change in wording. It was suggested to replace “students” with “learners” to take into account lifelong learners as well.
· The WG considered adding a generic scorecard indicator on support for (all) learners for mobility but David Crosier (Eurydice) noted that compiling data might not be feasible technically given the questions asked and  the time available.
· It was unanimously agreed to recommend the scorecard indicators on support provided to disadvantaged students, national implementation of Lisbon Recognition Convention, internationalisation, system level recognition of three cycles with minor changes in formulation. 


David Crosier (Eurydice) concluded that all the proposed scorecard indicators that were endorsed by the WG members as well as all the existing scorecard indicators would be recommended for the BFUG (with the slight modifications suggested by the WG members) to consider at its next meeting on 18-19 September with the exception for the two – information, guidance, and counselling and outgoing mobility, which would be left out. Further consideration would be needed concerning the scorecard indicator on internationalisation.


Next steps towards preparation of the report
Mr. Andrejs Rauhvargers, the Latvian Co-Chair presented the timeline for the production of the 2015 Implementation Report. Concluding the Co-Chair noted if the countries did not complete the online questionnaires by 27 July 2014, it could not be guaranteed that their data would be reflected in the Report. 
For the timeline, please refer to the document below:
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