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2ND Meeting of the BFUG Working Group
“Reporting on the Implementation of the Bologna Process”
Luxembourg
02 July 2013, 09.00-16.30 hrs

Venue address: 20, Montée de la Pétrusse, Luxembourg 2327
DRAFT MINUTES
	Countries/organisations
	Name 

	Belgium/Flemish Community
	Soenen Magalie

	Bologna Secretariat
	Gayane Harutyunyan

	Bologna Secretariat
	Edgar Harutyunyan

	EC
	Frank Petrikowski

	EI
	Guntars Catlaks

	EQAR
	Melinda Szabo

	EQAR
	Colin Tück

	ESU
	Taina Moisander

	EUA
	Michael Gaebel

	Eurostat
	Shubila Balaile

	Eurostudent
	Christoph Gwosc

	Eurydice
	David Crosier

	Finland
	Innola Maijia

	France
	Benoît Labat

	France
	Helen Lagier

	Germany
	Heide Ahners

	Germany
	Kathleen Ordnung

	Latvia (Co-Chair)
	Andrejs Rauhvargers

	Lithuania
	Laura Stracinskiene

	Luxembourg
	Claude Schaber

	Romania
	Ovidiu SOLONAR 


Apologies have been received from Stefan Delplace (EURASHE), Germain Dondelinger (Co-Chair/Luxembourg), Elena Petrova (Moldova), and Tone Flood Strøm (Norway).
Welcome, adoption of the agenda, and the draft minutes of the first meeting
The Co-Chair, Mr. Andrejs Rauhvargers (Latvia), opened the meeting. He mentioned that the Luxembourgian Co-Chair Mr. Germain Dondelinger had sent his apologies for not being able to participate in the second meeting. 
Mr. Claude Schaber (Luxembourg) welcomed the participants and provided the general information about the meeting.
The participants of the WG adopted the agenda of the meeting and the minutes of the WG’s first meeting without any amendments.

Updates from the BFUG Secretariat, Co-Chair, and data collectors 
Ms. Gayane Harutyunyan (Head of the BFUG Secretariat) gave a brief report to the Reporting WG and called the attention of participants to the following points: 
· The WG’s terms of reference had been endorsed in the Dublin BFUG meeting in March with minor comments that had been included by the Secretariat.
· The proposal for EHEA Peer Learning and Review Initiative had been endorsed in the Dublin BFUG meeting. Moreover, the BFUG recommended that the four WGs should include a point in their ToRs to support the initiative. For this purpose, the three WGs had already discussed the issue, and they would only come up with proposals in their next meetings, and it would be desirable if the Reporting WG would also discuss the issue and give some proposals. Based on these proposals, the Secretariat will develop a work programme to be presented at the next BFUG meeting on 7-8 November 2013 in Vilnius, Lithuania. 
· Concerning the meeting participation, it was mentioned only 21 representatives of the WG were present, and the Secretariat received apologies from four members. The Secretariat is planning to raise the issue of participation in the next Board meeting which will be held on 17 September 2013 in Tbilisi, Georgia.
The Latvian Co-Chair updated the WG members on the Zagreb Board and Dublin BFUG meetings where the WG’s first meeting outcomes were presented.
Mr. David Croiser (Eurydice) stated that the work on the report should be more outcome-oriented. Furthermore, he highlighted that the 2015 Implementation Report would focus on the changes that took place in relation to the last reporting. Some of the indicators of the previous reporting exercise would continue to be used until 2020. There is a need to keep the balance between the indicators across the themes while considering proposals for potential new indicators that have been developed to respond to the Ministers request in the Bucharest Communiqué for more targeted data collection and referencing against common indicators. The need to consider the relevance of the old indicators was also highlighted. 
Mr. Shubila Balaile (Eurostat) presented the document “Methodological Manual on Learning Mobility” and asked the Secretariat to distribute it among the WG members.
Mr. Christoph Gwosc (Eurostudent) gave a brief update on the stages of the Eurostudent data collection project. Currently it features 27 European countries, and yet it may also include Spain covering all the 28 EU countries. The testing phase would start in August. The data for all 27 or 28 countries will be available in May or June of 2014. With respect to the 2015 reporting, Eurostudent will be prepared to offer more and improved data that would cover a wider range of topics and would also enable the comparison of the European 27 or 28 countries. 
Discussion of the list of existing (2012) indicators used for the last reporting  (Document: WG_Reporting_Indicators 2012)
The WG members discussed the indicators found in the 2012 Bologna Process Implementation Report indicator by indicator to assess their relevance to the 2015 reporting exercise. 

Suggestions of keeping, modifying, removing existing indicators or developing new indicators were considered.
Chapter 1
 the Context of European Higher Education Area:
· For Figure 1.1, in the view of demographic changes, if possible, to add a new overview of the percentages of students studying at different levels as opposed to currently available total numbers so as to enable easy comparison between these student groups. 
· For Figure 1.3, it would be useful to compare the shares of students to their age group in the total population so as to be able to better reflect on the demographic changes.

· It was suggested that an indicator could be developed to show the share of graduates as compared to their age group in the total population.
· For Figure 1.5, it is suggested to change the wording to replace the university types ‘private and public’ that is determined by their source of funding by types ‘academic and professional’ that is determined according to the institutions’ profile. Moreover, considering the diversity of HE systems and the terminology across EHEA, it could be helpful to ask countries to provide the typologies of HEIs they use.. This could serve as a supplementary part to the 2015 Report.

· It is proposed to consider student/staff ratio in HEIs country by country.

Chapter 2: Degrees and Qualification
· For Figure 2.3, the BFUG questionnaire should take into account that, in the EHEA there are first and second cycle programmes with workloads other than 180 and 240 ECTS credits (e.g. 210 ECTS; more than 240 ECTS, etc. which were not considered in the 2012 report).
· The BFUG questionnaire should also inquire whether there are national regulations for minimum ECTS credits for the first and second cycles together which seems to be the case in some countries but not in others.
· The indicator on short-cycle qualifications should be rephrased as different countries used different definitions of short-cycle qualifications and whether they are considered as HE qualifications.
· In light of the work of the Pathfinder WG exploring ways of automatic recognition of comparable academic degrees, it could be useful to see which countries have system-level recognition procedures for the foreign qualifications. It will be investigated if an indicator for system level recognition of higher education qualifications is feasible and if yes, whether it is possible to develop a scorecard indicator.
· In addition to completion rates, it would be interesting, if possible, to show the real time to a degree, both for BA and MA, country by country.
· There is a need to better distinguish between access and admission in the questionnaire.
· The new questionnaire of the BFUG should be designed in such a way so as to take into account the binary aspect of some HE systems.

· In the BFUG questionnaire, in terms of the terminology applied, the questions should be clear and comprehensible to avoid any misinterpretations. Particularly, the questions should be re-formulated in the cases where there were misinterpretations in 2012.
· In view of the Ministers’ commitment to reviewing their national legislation to comply with the Lisbon Recognition Convention (LRC) as laid down in the Bucharest Communiqué, it is proposed to revive the scorecard indicator on LRC.
· In the same vein, there is a need to develop an indicator/scorecard indicator on the European Area of Recognition (EAR) manual to have an overview on whether or not ENIC centres and HEIs use it in practice.
Chapter 4: Social Dimension
· In Figure 4.1, percentage of women as new entrants in tertiary education could be broken down into age groups.
· For Figure 4.4, with the aim of visualising the participation rates among the migrant, non-migrant, and total population, respective data of Eurostudent and Eurostat could be used to check the Eurostat data.
· The Figure 4.5 should also count early school leavers as in some countries they are not considered as HE students. The data should be able to differentiate between special groups that have national targeted policies.
· A new indicator (if possible, a scorecard indicator) could be developed to show the extent to which the countries have implemented or achieved the targets set in their national action plans/policies towards widening participation in HE. 
Chapter 5: Outcomes and Employability:

· Eurostat usually report on employment rates but not employability. So, the data collectors will try to look on the level of the employability.
· The low employability may not be attributed only to the failure of universities to equip students with skills, knowledge, and competences necessary for their future work, rather the changing labour markets also have their share in this. Thus, a paragraph could be added to explain the impact of economic crisis.
· For Figure 5.2, Eurostat has removed the ad-hoc module on completion rates from the UOE data collection. A call for tender has been launched for methodological improvements on completion rates and average duration in tertiary education. The results from the tender are intended to be available at the latest at the end of 2014.
· In relation to Figure 5.8, it could be useful to obtain data on the students that prolong their studies because of unemployment and/or receiving some social benefits while maintaining the status of a student, e.g., free accommodation. 

Chapter 6: Lifelong Learning (LLL)
· The BFUG questionnaire may inquire whether there are any concrete goals with respect to LLL at the national and institutional levels. After having been analysed, the collected data may provide a better understanding of how LLL is perceived and to what extent implemented across EHEA.
· It would be useful to have an overall scorecard indicator on LLL, yet it would be a challenging task given the scope of the concept and difficulties in comparability of information.
Chapter 7: International mobility of students and staff
· With regard to staff mobility, Eurydice is trying to map national programmes promoting staff mobility and the Erasmus data on staff and Marie Curie database will be taken into account.

· In 2015 Report, an indicator is needed on staff mobility, and numbers and percentages of staff having citizenship other than that where they work will be an objective indicator to show this. However, first of all, the scope of staff mobility should be defined.
· In the 2012 Report, there is an indicator on obstacles to student mobility. Similarly the next report could include and indicator on obstacles to staff mobility.
· Eurostat informed the WG that starting from 2016 they would be collecting data on degree mobility which will be based on the national definitions and from 2017 on credit mobility.

· Having in mind that the 2020 Mobility benchmark cannot yet be introduced, an alternative scorecard indicator on Internationalisation and Mobility could be developed that would integrate elements of internationalisation strategies along with available data on staff and student outgoing and incoming mobility. 
· It would be desirable to have a new Chapter on student portability of grants and loans.
Ms. Kathleen Ordnung (Germany), Co-Chair of Mobility and Internationalisation WG, advised the participants that their WG had been working on the definition of staff mobility and their next meeting would have a focus on this issue for further discussions. 
The WG recommended including all the indicators presented in the 2012 Report.
Discussion on scorecard indicators for the 2015 Bologna Implementation Report (Document: WG_Scorecard Indicators)
The participants considered the new scorecard indicator proposals, the scorecard indicators used for the 2012 Report, as well as the 3 indicators in Chapter 3 of the 2012 Report on Quality Assurance in the Report and provided their recommendations on whether the indicator should be maintained in the 2015 Report and whether any amendments are needed. Their observations and suggestions for amendments can be found below:
· Based on the commitment of the Ministers in the Bucharest Communiqué “to allow EQAR-registered agencies to perform their activities across the EHEA complying with national requirements” and “to recognise QA decisions of EQAR-registered agencies on joint and double degrees,” EQAR proposed an indicator on the level of cross-border activities of QA agencies within the EHEA. The WG members provided a few amendments on the text and agreed on introducing this scorecard indicator for the 2015 Report.
· The WG recommended including the proposed indicator on portability of grants and publicly subsidised loans with no changes.
· The WG recommended including the indicator proposal 3
 on support provided to students with low socio-economic background, with a minor change in the order of description of categories, so as to make ‘the financial support’ the first in the order.

· Taking into account that the provision of information, guidance, and counselling for students is essential for the well-functioning of HEIs, the WG recommended including the indicator proposal 4.
· The WG agreed not to include the indicator proposal 5 in the 2015 Report because of the lack of appropriate data.

· The indicator proposal 6 on mobility grants to students with low socio-economic background will be included.
· The existing scorecard indicators 4 and 6 on the stage of development of external QA system and the level of international participation in external QA, respectively, could be merged into a single indicator in order to avoid any redundancies. Also, to reduce possible confusion among the criteria that need to be met, when redrafting the indicator a clear distinction would be made between agency listing in EQAR and agencies’ active engagement in ENQA.
· The scorecard indicator on the level of student participation in QA would be left as it is with minor changes in the wording.

· The WG unanimously agreed to include all the existing scorecard indicators of the 2012 Report with the exception of the scorecard indicator 2 on the access to the next cycle. 
In order to ensure that all the 2012-2015 BFUG structures, prior to the pre-test of the BFUG questionnaire, have the opportunity to comment on the suggested new indicators and to propose new indicators, the Latvian Co-Chair asked the Secretariat to circulate the outcomes of discussions on the scorecard indicators to the WG/ad-hoc WG/Network Co-Chairs for feedback with the deadline of 9 September 2013. 
The third meeting of the Reporting WG will be held on 15 November 2013 in Riga, Latvia.
� Numeration of chapters and figures in this Working group meeting report are according to the previous report of 2012


� Here and further: please refer to the numeration of proposals in the attached document: WG_Scorecard Indicators
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