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	Country/Organisation
	Name

	1 
	ACA
	Apologies

	2 
	Armenia
	Apologies

	3 
	Austria 
	Barbara Weitgruber

	4 
	Belgium/Flemish Community
	Magalie Soenen

	5 
	Federation Wallonia-Brussels
	Kevin Guillaume

	6 
	BFUG Secretariat 
	Ligia Deca

	7 
	BFUG Secretariat
	Irina Geanta

	8 
	Council of Europe 
	Apologies

	9 
	Cyprus
	Panikos Giorgoudes

	10 
	Denmark
	Helle Damgaard Nielsen

	11 
	Education International
	Dominique Lassare

	12 
	ENQA
	Apologies

	13 
	ESU
	Magnus Malnes

	14 
	EUA 
	Elizabeth Colucci

	15 
	EURASHE
	Stefan Delplace

	16 
	European Commission
	Ragnhild Solvi Berg

	17 
	France
	Hélène Lagier

	18 
	Germany
	Birgit Galler

	19 
	Holy See
	Padre Friedrich Bechina

	20 
	IAU
	Eva Egron-Polak

	21 
	Norway
	Olve Sørensen

	22 
	Romania
	Luminita Nicolescu (Chair)

	23 
	Slovenia
	Apologies

	24 
	Spain 
	Apologies

	25 
	UK
	David Hibler



Cultural activity


Welcome and opening
Prof. Norberto González Gaitano, Vice-Rector of Communications of the Pontifical Holy Cross University introduced the Higher Education (HE) system in the Holy See. 

The WG Chair thanked Padre Friedrich Bechina for hosting the meeting and welcomed the participants, while presenting the apologies received from ACA, Armenia, Council of Europe, ENQA, Slovenia and Spain. 

(1) Adoption of the Agenda

Document: IO WG meeting agenda
The meeting agenda was adopted with no amendments.

(2) Adoption of the Minutes of the WG meeting on 9 November 2011

Document: Draft Minutes of the IO WG meeting on 9 November 2011
The minutes of the previous meeting were adopted with no amendments.

(3) Updates and decisions taken within the BFUG meeting in Copenhagen, 18-19 January 2012 in relation to the IO WG work

Document: Summary of the Copenhagen I BFUG meeting discussions related to the IO WG work

The Chair introduced the Copenhagen I BFUG meeting discussions related to the IO WG main activities and outcomes:

· The BFUG Secretariat, on behalf of the IO WG Chair, informed that specific recommendations for the BFUG have been introduced in the report, together with recommendations for the EHEA Ministers.
· While acknowledging that the IO WG report incorporated the suggestions received in the Cracow BFUG meeting, the BFUG noted that clearer recommendations should be made in regard to the continuation of the BFUG activity on internationalisation of higher education and on future editions of BFP. 

· The IO WG was advised to add the proposal for a regional approach, with a more thematic focus, to the recommendations in the report, possibly in connection with the upcoming EC strategy for HE internationalisation. Better means of taking the international openness dimension forward should also be identified and presented.
· The IO WG report with the suggested amendments will be presented again in the next BFUG meeting (19-20 March 2012) for endorsement.

· Although no objection was openly expressed to the IPN proposal for a project on EHEA promotion, a final decision on the future of the IPN will be also taken in the March BFUG meeting.

The IO WG took note of the updates provided by the IO WG Chair. 
(4) Discussion on the organizational aspects of the Bucharest Bologna Policy Forum 

a. Draft detailed programme of the Bucharest MC and BPF 
Documents:


4a.i.  Overview of the NCPs feedback received on the BPF sessions’ format 

4a.ii. Draft BPF detailed programme
The BFUG Secretariat briefly introduced the point on the agenda, outlining the following:

· The NCPs were consulted on the purpose of the information and mutual exchange sessions, the topics proposed and possible session speakers.
· Since the information character of the first session seemed to be prevalent, the detailed programme was elaborated in this sense, while also complementing the session with interactive panels.
· The new proposed format aims to compensate for the lack of presence of EHEA ministers, so the presence of participants well informed on the EHEA latest developments is required. The IO WG members were asked to ensure the participation of such representatives, able to provide comprehensive answers to various questions on the EHEA.
· For the first information session, the feedback from consultations with the NCPs showed a great interest in the Bologna Process from the non-EHEA countries. IAU confirmed its willingness to take the moderator role, providing a general introduction on the Bologna Process and also creating a bridge between EHEA and the other regions. The IO WG members were asked to decide on the number and composition of the panel, as well as the final structure of the session, possibly reducing the time allotted for speeches and encouraging more interaction between participants. A few useful questions provided by IO WG members would help redesign the session.
· For the second information session, Council of Europe agreed to chair for theme 1, on qualifications frameworks (QF), while ACA will chair for theme 2 on mobility. 
On information and mutual exchange session 1, the following suggestions were received:
· The first step is to clearly define the session’s purpose and structure. The differences between the plenary Ministerial Conference session and this BPF information session are not well emphasised, the latter needs to position itself differently, with the focus on the external perspective presented by non-EHEA stakeholders. 

· The Report on the implementation of the Bologna Process should constitute the starting point of the discussion, acknowledging the existing challenges and emphasising the need for interregional cooperation in these areas or action lines.

· Since this is the only session benefiting from the presence and experience of non-EHEA stakeholders, it is important their perspective is properly shared. Bilateral exchanges between EHEA and non-EHEA stakeholders could be also encouraged.
· The success of the information session will be determined by the EHEA participants in the room, so the IO WG members should try to identify possible representatives of the BFUG structures and EHEA stakeholders available and willing to contribute.
· As some questions could also result from the previous plenary session, more time for discussions may be necessary. A flexible structure of the session should be designed.
· The panel could be comprised of 4-5 members from governments, HEIs, staff and students, all addressing the same previously prepared questions, such us the way in which the Bologna Process influenced their region or what the main obstacles for cooperation in their area are. 
· Possible opening questions were proposed, such as: 

· What are the critical conditions for successful regional integration of HE?
· What are sharing obstacles and facilitating factors from both inside and outside?

· What are the motivations for regional projects and what does that mean for global engagement?

· Regional cooperation and integration – what are the challenges from inside and outside? What is the impact of the challenges on social, cultural and democratic development and at grass-root level? How are regional processes translated in the field? How are they implemented by HEIs, students, etc.? 

· How did the Bologna Process influence the regional context – positively or negatively? What are the main obstacles for cooperation in your area?
At this point, the WG Chair proposed two possible introductory questions:
· How did the Bologna Process impact your country’s higher education system?

· What are the opportunities and challenges for similar regional cooperation / integration in your region? 

The discussions continued, with the main issues underlined as follows:

· The questions suggested by the Chair were considered a good starting point. The session moderator could also encourage the stakeholder organisations to share their particular experiences, pointing out specific elements of the Bologna Process that are considered problematic.
· A number of countries offered to have IO WG / BFUG representatives present in the room in order to address specific questions on the EHEA:
· Barbara Weitgruber, Austria / IO WG;
· Michael Gaebel, EUA;
· Stefan Delplace, EURASHE;
· Padre Friedrich Bechina, Holy See / IO WG;
· representatives from Denmark, ESU, European Commission, Germany and Norway, with the exact names to be communicated upon confirmation.
· For the panellists from each category, the IO WG members should first identify which stakeholders will represent which region and afterwards come up with specific names. The IO WG members should send concrete proposals to the BFUG Secretariat until 24 February 2012.
· For the governmental perspective, representatives from the African regions, Australia or the Lumina Foundation (USA) could take part in the panel.
· For the teachers’ representatives, a speaker from either Australia or Argentina was proposed, to be further confirmed.

· For the university representative, the panellist could be from a francophone African country or from Kyrgyzstan (Central Asia), in this case possibly the coordinator of the rector’s conference. 
· For the students’ representative, the speaker could come from the USA.

The WG Chair underlined the main conclusions on this information and mutual exchange session: 

· The moderator should give short introductory presentation on the Bologna Process, followed by discussions.

· The IO WG members should balance the presence of regions in the panel, in order to have a wide regional perspective.

· The panellists should represent various environments: governments, HEIs, teachers, students, with interregional organisations as backup. For each category, a list of names should be prepared, in order to have backup options. Additionally, each category should have proposals from each region.

· The regions agreed upon were: 

· Australia, New Zealand and North America;

· Latin America;

· Africa and Middle East; 

· Asia.

· The BFUG Secretariat and Denmark will jointly take notes for information session 1.

· 24 February 2012 is the deadline for the IO WG members to provide more feedback on this topic.
For the information and mutual exchange session 2, suggestions for improvement were received for both themes.
On theme 1, QF:

· It was proposed to involve an Asian country, as it would be interesting to look at other experiences and benefit from a regional perspective. On behalf of the USA, a representative from Lumina Foundation could be invited.
· The proposals received will be also discussed with CoE, as Chair, to finalise the agenda on this topic.

On theme 2, mobility:

· A participant from Asia could be more appropriate on this topic, since DAAD and ASEM Secretariat are represented by the same person. Moreover, the ASEM Secretariat should be simply referred to as ASEM.
· Since the largest mobile countries (Australia, Brazil, China, India) are not currently present in this session, the focus on the organised mobility schemes was questioned.
· The moderator could be the one starting the discussion by asking certain countries to describe their situation based on the guiding questions. In response to this proposal, it was suggested that the moderator should start by emphasising that the key topic is interregional mobility, otherwise the allotted time will not suffice for meaningful discussions.
· The speakers should be part of the national delegations. If this not the case, a formal request could be made to the respective ministers to include a specific expert in the delegation.
· An additional question was proposed to encourage discussions, namely: “Is the Bologna Process a solution for aiding interregional mobility?” A non-EHEA perspective on this topic might prove interesting and valuable. 
The IO WG members should bring their input on the second information session to further refine the proposals.
b. Discussion on the BFP background paper
4b. BPF background paper 

The Chair briefly introduced the revised version of the BPF background paper. On this topic, the following ideas were underlined:

· The introduction should be slightly adjusted. EUA offered to contribute to its re-writing.
· Each chapter should respect the format agreed in the previous IO WG meeting, namely two pages and three guiding questions. The authors will be asked to revise the specific chapter accordingly, otherwise the BFUG Chairs and the BPF organisers will select the three final questions for discussion.
· Similar subtitles should be added to each chapter and a more uniform layout should be applied for the entire paper.
· The chapter on QA will be further refined within the E4.
· Specific suggestions for redrafting and improvement will be provided via e-mail until 20 February 2012.
· The reference to the UNESCO/ OECD Guidelines should be clarified in both the BPF Statement and the BPF background paper.

The IO WG Chair concluded that:
· If the authors do not select the three final questions per chapter, the BFUG Chairs and the BPF organisers should decide.
· The BFUG Secretariat will edit the BPF background paper, providing a uniform layout.
· Specific feedback on the BPF background paper should be sent to the BFUG Secretariat until 20 February 2012.


(5)      Discussing the Bucharest Bologna Policy Forum Statement – Draft 2


          Documents: 
a. BPF Statement - Draft 1_Overview of feedback received

b. Draft 2 of the Bucharest BPF Statement
c. Roadmap for preparing the BPF Statement

The Chair introduced the documents for this point on the agenda. The main ideas expressed were:

· In document 5.b, BPF Statement - Draft 1_Overview of feedback received, the comments received from the Austrian NCP should be mentioned under Germany.
· The BFUG proposal was to encourage more inter-regional events in between two editions of the BPF.

· The integration of the feedback received on Draft 1 was appreciated, while specific re-wording was suggested in various paragraphs of the document.

· A proposal to shorten the title of the third parallel session (on public responsibility) was received, in order to make it more readable.
· On the list of follow-up events, it was proposed to introduce a general reference to a link on the EHEA official Website, where all the events would be uploaded and continuously updated.
· The BPF Statement could be better rephrased after discussing the organisation of in between Fora events.

· More National Contact Persons (NCPs) should be appointed and get involved in the consultation process. Restating the importance of the network of NCPs should be included amongst the future lines of action, as a commitment of ministers.

· Although the NCPs and BFUG feedback are available, the Statement makes no reference to the BPF future, so it should emphasise the need for high level meetings, but also at practitioners’ level, both specific regional and all thematic BPFs.

· Two issues require answers: including the stakeholders into HE governance and moving the reference to the OECD guidelines in the mobility section.

The Chair concluded by thanking the WG members for their valuable feedback and by inviting them to send their specific suggestions of rephrasing to the BFUG Secretariat via e-mail. 

    (6)     Discussion on the future editions of the Bologna Policy Forum 

Document: Overview of the NCPs feedback received on the future BPF structure and content
The Chair introduced the item on the agenda, focusing on the three questions addressed to the NCPs and their responses. As the main issue raised was whether future editions of the BPF should still be organised in conjunction with the EHEA Ministerial Conferences, the Chair proposed that the two events remained connected, while also having inter Fora events with practitioners, at regional level.

The main comments received were:

· Maintaining both the BPFs and inter-regional events would bring additional costs and it should be decided whether EHEA member states are willing to support these. The Bologna structures should be made more appealing to the world. The EHEA member states should express their interest in seeing these events being organised, but should not contribute financially to them.
· The IO WG members agreed that the current BPF format is not perfect. Therefore, a better solution may be to use the current projects and future meetings to promote EHEA. 

· As there are numerous lower level meetings already taking place, a phrase could be added in the BPF Statement in which the Ministers welcome the current approach.

· Since the EHEA and non-EHEA participants have different interests in the BPF, immediately after the Bucharest meeting, the delegations should be inquired about the benefits and added value of the event. Based on the NCPs feedback, a clear decision on the future editions of the BPF should be taken.

· The multi-stakeholder approach of the BPF should be maintained, as it is unique and it brings added value. 

· The BPF Statement itself should mention that an assessment of the event’s added value will be performed immediately after it concluded. 

The IO WG Chair concluded the following:

· The current format of the BPF should be maintained for now and, following the Bucharest event, an assessment should be performed to determine the structure of future editions.  
· The ministers should commit themselves to improving the network of NCPs and a specific reference in this sense should be introduced in both in the BPF Statement and the IO WG report.

· As concrete follow-up, all events organised under the BPF umbrella should be listed and permanently updated in a separate section of the EHEA official Website. 




(7) IO WG final report:

a. Discussion on the IO WG final report, following the feedback received in the Copenhagen I BFUG meeting 
b. Discussion on the future objectives and activities of the International Openness WG, possible proposals for the Copenhagen II BFUG meeting (19-20 March 2012)
c. Discussion on possible volunteers to take over the chairing of the future IO WG

Documents:
a. IO WG draft report

The Chair presented the main changes and additions of the report and highlighted the main topics that need clarification.

The following ideas were expressed in the discussions:

· For the 2015 Ministerial Conference, the evaluation of the 2007 strategy cannot be combined with the drafting a new strategy unless a special data collection exercise only for internationalisation is launched immediately after the Bucharest Ministerial Conference.
· Some IO WG members expressed scepticism about the possibility of launching a new internationalisation strategy, while at the same time acknowledging this would give the WG a clear mandate. As an alternate proposal, a reference to the upcoming EC internationalisation strategy could be included.
· Due to the strong links between internationalisation and mobility in the EHEA Mobility Strategy, some WG members proposed that the IO WG and the Mobility WG be combined to form a single working/coordination group. This solution would also ensure better synchronisation between different aspects of the EHEA. However, this proposal has been debated, as internationalisation contains other elements as well apart from mobility. Policy dialogue, cooperation and recognition are all issues present in the “EHEA in a global setting” Strategy that have not yet been evaluated and the IO WG could focus on these in its future activity. 

· The focus of the IO WG may be slightly lost, as it seems there is an overlapping with the activity of other BFUG WGs. The need for a defined, minimal, yet strong focus, well underlined in the revised, more meaningful future ToR, was expressed.
· Some of the more operational tasks of the future IO WG should be taken out, establishing an international Programme Committee for the organisation of the next BPF editions. Developing the future concept of the BPF does not mean that the IO WG also has to implement this concept. The main focus of the IO WG should remain policy making in the field of internationalisation. 
· The current debates stem from the unclear definition of internationalisation, therefore the future mandate of the IO WG has to be clear and concise on this issue. The working methods of the future structure should also be defined based on the Ministerial Communiqué, the BPF Statement or the ToR.
· The importance of increased connections of the future IO WG with other WGs on a regular basis, in between BFUG meetings, was emphasised.
· Since there is no funding possibility within the BFUG and no concrete political commitment exists, it may be too early to put forward the IPN proposal. As such, there was large agreement between the IO WG members that the IPN issue should no longer be addressed in the IO WG report conclusions and that the Network activity should cease.
· The IO WG members were informed about the ACA’s offer to contribute to a possible future IPN project or a new internationalisation strategy, should this be the case. 

· The implementation of the 2007 strategy should be analysed in conjunction with the reasons for IPN’s failure and only afterwards a new strategy could be elaborated, in line with the EU strategy, while deciding what elements to include.
The Chair underlined the main recommendations for the Ministerial Communiqué:
· The IO WG should return to the 2007 “EHEA in a global setting” Strategy and identify the areas for future action, which may form the basis of a new internationalisation strategy, possibly in conjunction with the EU internationalisation strategy.
· The BPF concept should be further developed by the IO WG, but its implementation could be assigned to a different structure (the host country, the BFUG Chairs or a small committee).
· The IPN proposal should no longer be put forward to the BFUG in its March meeting. An explanation for not continuing with the IPN activity should be included in the IO WG Report, namely the repeated consultations within the BFUG and the lack of political will to support a centralised activity on EHEA promotion at this point in time. The BFUG Secretariat should inform the IPN members on this outcome after the endorsement of the IO WG report. 
· The conclusions of the IO WG Report, the main recommendations for the 2012 Ministerial Communiqué and the BPF Statement will be redrafted in line with the discussions held in the last IO WG meeting.

(8) Any other business
ESU announced that on 25 April 2012 a preparatory meeting for the students participating in the 2012 Ministerial Conference will be organised.

The BFUG Secretariat presented the status of the BPF keynote speaker, as decided by the BFUG Chairs, and a suggestion to reduce the speech to 20 minutes, instead of 30 minutes, was received.
IAU informed the IO WG members on the 14th IAU General Conference – San Juan, Puerto Rico, USA (27-30 November 2012). HE and the Global Agenda: Alternative Paths to the Future. Additionally, the results of the latest IAU Survey (Internationalisation of Higher Education – Practice and Priorities) will be available soon, thus enabling their incorporation into the IO WG draft report.
End of the meeting
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