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Universitatea de Stiinte Agronomice si Medicina Veterinara (USAMVB) 
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DRAFT MINUTES
Participants

	
	Country/Organisation
	Name

	1 
	ACA
	Apologies

	2 
	Armenia
	Apologies

	3 
	Austria 
	Barbara Weitgruber 

	4 
	Belgium/Flemish Community
	Magalie Soenen

	5 
	Bologna Secretariat 
	Ligia Deca

	6 
	Council of Europe
	Katia Dolgova-Dreyer

	7 
	Denmark
	Helle Damgaard Nielsen

	8 
	ESU 
	Magnus Malnes

	9 
	EUA 
	Elizabeth Colucci

	10 
	EURASHE
	Stefan Delplace

	11 
	European Commission
	Sophia Eriksson

	12 
	France
	Apologies

	13 
	Germany
	Apologies

	14 
	Holy See 
	P. Friedrich Bechina 

	15 
	Hungary
	László Csekei

	16 
	IAU
	Eva Ergon-Polak

	17 
	Norway
	Alf Rasmussen 

	18 
	Romania
	Luminita Nicolescu (Chair)

	19 
	Slovenia
	Apologies

	20 
	Spain 
	Apologies

	21 
	UK
	David Hibler

	22 
	UNESCO
	Peter Wells 


13:00

Registration and buffet lunch

14.00 
Welcome and opening
Welcome and opening

The Chair (Luminita Nicolescu) welcomed the participants and opened the meeting. She thanked the University for the hospitality and introduced Mr. Stanica Florin (Vice Rector of USAMVB) to address the IO WG. A short welcome speech followed. 

At the request of the Chair, permission for recording the meeting was granted. 

(1) Adoption of the Agenda
The agenda was adopted with no opposition.

(2) Adoption of the Minutes of the WG meeting on 27 May 2010
The minutes were adopted with no opposition.

(3) Outcome of the BFUG meeting

The Chair introduced the document outlining the Bologna Follow-Up Group(BFUG) debates on 
point 9.6 of the Alden Biesen BFUG meeting agenda, pointing out the results of the discussions:

· The BFUG was informed about the changes that took place both in the Terms of Reference and the Work Plan of the International Openess Working Group (IO WG), and the new versions were approved;

· The BFUG was informed about the activity of the working group, specifically the setup of the Information and Promotion Network (IPN), under the co – chairship of Austria, the Flemish Community of Belgium and Estonia. A Steering Committee including the Co-Chairs, as well as Hungary and Cyprus was also established;

· The BFUG members gave feedback following the Second Bologna Policy Forum (BPF) and offered suggestions for the next edition of the BPF:
· At the second BPF, it was decided to have a network of contact persons of limited number, with more members from non-European Higher Education Area (EHEA) countries thatn from EHEA countries. It was decided that the BFUG members will be listed as contact persons for the next BPF organising, thus completing the list.
· Based on the previous experience, there was a recommendation to find a logistical solution to have the EHEA ministers attend in larger numbers the next BPF in Bucharest, as the low level of EHEA ministers presence at the previous BPF was noticed by the non-EHEA delegations. Two ideas were put forward: to position the BPF before the Ministerial Conference and to combine the two events, putting the BPF in the middle of the Ministerial Conference proceedings. An additional suggestion was to allow participants to take place together in both the Ministerial Conference and the Bologna Policy Forum. Also, the reunion has to be more attractive, by giving the ministers a more active role in the events.
· There were some suggestions regarding the theme of the BPF in Bucharest, the most frequently mentioned being quality assurance in higher education.
· It was also mentioned the need to increase the number of in-between BPFs activities;

· There was a debate on what terminology we should now use, due to the transition from the Bologna Process to the EHEA.
(4) a. Feedback on the concept paper regarding the organisation process 
and

b. Discussion of possible themes of the 2012 Bologna Policy Forum coming from non-EHEA countries, as well as the BFUG member


The Chair introduced the concept paper regarding the organisational process of the 3rd Bologna Policy Forum in Bucharest. The concept paper included the feedback received during the 27th of May IO WG meeting in Vienna, the Alden Biesen BFUG meeting and the feedback received from both EHEA and non-EHEA contact persons via electronic consultation. The Chair also presented the feedback that was sent regarding the organisational aspects and thematic content of the EHEA, as seen in Annex 1. 
Austria clarified that the breakdown for parallel sessions was based on geographical balance and that was achieved by using the UNESCO regions breakdown.

In regard to the composition and forming of the working groups Austria presented the procedure that it was used at the previous meeting, underlining the geographically balanced country representation, using the UNESCO regions regional breakdown. 

The Chair mentioned that a feedback came via electronic consultation on a possible regional grouping criteria for countries and themes within working groups as a proposal on behalf of Arab countries. She further briefly presented the feedback received from the other contact persons in regard with thematic aspects of the next BPF. The most frequently mentioned topics of interest  from both EHEA and non-EHEA countries were quality assurance, mutual recognition or qualification framework. The last minute input from Jordan was mainly linked to introducing an information session regarding the assessment of the Bologna Process.
The Chair introduced the responsibilities of the various actors in organising the 3rd BPF, outlining that the main responsaibility for the BPF will rely on the Romanian Ministry for Education, Research, Youth and Sports (MECTS), in cooperation with the Bologna Secretariat. The concept paper also included future procedures of making the BPF more accessible for the non-EHEA countries, the time line for the preparation, language regime and a draft agenda proposal for intertwining the BPC and the Ministerial Conference. 

The Chair introduced the timeline for the BPF organisational process, recommending that the June 2011 IO WG meeting should be advanced to the first half of May 2011. Feedback on the proposed timeline was requested.
Austria asked whether there has been any discussion on the 2011 Quality Assurance conference organised by the European Commission, which is also mentioned in the Vienna BPF Statement, as it could be a preparatory meeting for the BPF.

The European Commission (EC) clarified that the budget was secured for this event, from the Erasmus Mundus budget and everything else needs to be decided, including the host. The EC would be keen to organise it in a country that has a specific interest or recent reforms in quality assurance. If there are suggestions on the location from the side of the IO WG or the contact persons, it would be most welcome. The timing would be the second half of 2011 (Oct-Nov) and it would still feed into the BPF.
The Chair mentioned that Romania also plans a pre-event to the BPF and Ministerial Conference, namely a conference of researchers regarding research work done on the EHEA. 

Denmark thanked for the invitation to attend the meeting. Denmark would be interested in providing political input the BFUG to the organisational process from the side of the BFUG Co-Chairs.
Austria outlined that it is very important to include the BFUG Co-Chairs in the preparatory process and in the list of actors, especially in the political preparatory stages, as well as completing the list of contact persons, by using the interested national bodies. Furthermore, for all countries that have not yet nominated a contact person, the Bologna Secretariat should send a letter to the BFUG reminding it to do so.
The European Commission pointed out that the BFUG should be included in the list of actors involved in the preparation process. The date of the QA seminar should be included in the roadmap, as soon as it is settled.

The Flemish Community of Belgium offered to host the QA seminar in Brussels, for approximately 100 people.

The European University Association (EUA) underlined the advantages of hosting the QA seminar in Brussels, due to the presence of the E4 members there. EUA supports an international Programme Committee for the BPF preparations and offered to provide further feedback together with IAU, especially on the topic of the 3rd BPF, by consulting some of its members and partners. 
The Council of Europe (CoE) was worried about the long waiting time between the October meeting and the next one in June 2011, as the replies might be delayed if there is too much time in between. The question arose if the meeting of national persons would still happening and if it would be linked with the international Programme Committee.

The UK brought to attention an issue regarding the BPF theme. The hosts are encouraged to take into consideration some of the non-EHEA members ideas such as employability (mentioned by Tunisia), due to its links with the EC Youth on the Move flagship initiative, as well as mobility in the global context suggested by New Zealand (very well-linked with the 2012 discussions on the Lifelong Learning Programme - LLP).

The Bologna Secretariat clarified some of the raised issues, noting that the list of actors mentioned are those mainly dealing with the strict logistical organizational process, but that all the actors involved in both the logistical and the thematic organisational processes would be included in the next draft of the paper. With regard to the contact persons meeting, there has not been not a discussion on whether to have this meeting, nor any follow-up from the last BPF. Support from the national contact persons would be most welcome, but it is uncertain if a reunion with all participants is actually possible in 2011.
The International Association of Universities (IAU) wanted to clarify whether organising the Quality Assurance pre-conference would mean that the BPF will be focused on this exclusively, or whether some other aspects will be included on the agenda. Bologna-like initiatives in other global regions (the Arab states, Africa, Latin America, North America), with discussions of the pros and cons of their efforts, could be another possible theme. For the QA conference preparations, if non-EHEA countries are also involved, it might be interesting to involve UNESCO and the World Bank, due to a capacity building project named GCAP. Also, scheduling of new meetings should be done carefully, as both October and November 2011 are already rich in events, so calendars should be shared to avoid overlaps.

As a response to CoE concerns on the great length between two reunions, the Holy See pointed out that in the IO WG Workplan an optional meeting is planned for the IO WG in January/ Feb 2011, in Vienna. He also pointed out that out that some events are already happening and should be taken into account, like the 2011 QA Forum. The IAU remarked that another forum was held in Kenya. Furthermore, China and Saudi Arabia are willing to hold a preparatory meeting for some or all contact persons, thus giving other regions the possibility to more actively participate, to feel involved in the preparations.
The European Students’ Union (ESU) mentioned student centred learning and the social dimension as possible themes to be included in the future agenda as a theme for the BPF. ESU requested more information on how the Programme Committee work before and whether stakeholders and non-EHEA countries were involved. As for the structure of the program, it could be useful if the IO WG should produce a draft and work on it further in an inclusive manner.
The European Commission agreed with the the UK proposals for alternative themes, on mobility (with the “Youth on the Move” initiative) and employability, but also internationalization, since there is a new agenda for higher education at the European level. Depending on the number of possible workshops, more topics could be considered. The role of the Programme Committee was questioned, as it seems it can bring no added value due to the overlap in its membership with the IO WG itself. The national contact persons meeting is a bit overambitious and brings out numerous logistical issues, but should it happen, it is best to take place early next year, so the conclusions can be used by the BFUG.
Denmark supported the UK proposal on having more themes than QA for the Forum, while emphasizing that mobility should be approached both vertically and horizontally. The Danish  member also suggested to have a region to region cooperation approach, in the sense of a rotating theme: one year Europe-Asia, next year Europe-Africa etc, or even have the separation in parallel sessions on region to region cooperation, since the purpose of the Bologna Process is to form strategic partnerships. More information on the Programme Committee was requested.

The IAU noted that the Programme Committee should include representatives from beyond EHEA probably with virtual consultations, as the meetings could be very resource consuming. Also, other stakeholders should have direct input into the selection of themes. Region to region collaboration is very good, but it has to be a mutually beneficial collaboration. “Brain drain” is a real issue in regard to mobility, so it should be taken into consideration.
The Chair of the WG clarified that QA was not “the choice” in terms of themes for the BPF, but one of the themes more frequently mentioned, therefore other themes may be added. The idea of a Programme Committee emerged at the previous meeting in Vienna. The Committee is open to more participants as long as it will be of manageable size. The pre-forum meeting was a suggestion from the last meeting, simply put forward to the IO WG members for discussion. Given the 17 non-EHEA and 36 EHEA contact persons already nominated, the organisation of such a meeting will be difficult and it must be decided what value it will actually bring. 
UNESCO pointed out that internationalisation and mobility should be considered as possible themes, but also recognition.

Holly See supported the ESU suggestion for student centered learning as a theme.
Austria noted that the setting up of an international BPF Programme Committee was based exactly on the idea to have an international involvment. Since after the first BPF there was no contact person list, the purpose of the contact persons was to have a network to be used in the organization of the BPF. If added value exists, then there should be a joint Programme Committee. Due to economic constraints, such a meeting might be difficult from the logistical and economic point of view, but there should be an early and very comprehensive electronic consultation. Qualification framework, recognition, employability have already been brought to discussion, and now brain circulation, internationalisation and inter-regional cooperation were three other different topics quite present. Maybe bilateral meetings at inter-regional level could take place throughout the next BPF, as the location allows for it. For pre-meetings, the contact persons may need to volunteer for organising various seminars. Special effort has to be made to convince extra-EHEA actors that they have a voice and a role.

EUA concured with the opinion of UNESCO, IAU and Austria. An interaction within a virtual framework is needed for the international Programme Committee. Involvement of the international delegates and attractiveness of the event for the European Ministers are linked. With a better integrated agenda structure, the BPF will gain more importance. EUA had an alternate agenda to circulate, reshuffling the BPF and Ministerial Conference sessions so that more interaction between EHEA and non-EHEA ministers is enabled.
As a response to EUA, the Bologna Secretariat noticed there is an enclosed annex to the concept paper with an agenda draft starting from the same premise as the EUA version. Furthermore, the Bologna Secretariat explained the rationale for the draft Programme Committee membership proposal, emphasizing on the need to have a very lucrative Committee, with experience in organising global events and previous BPF. This is why it includes the host country, the Secretariat, the previous host(s), UNESCO and IAU. The latter two are also capable of conveying a global message. Stakeholders are also welcome. Non-EHEA participation is delicate, due to various logistic and organisational challenges. A national contact persons meeting is very difficult to organise and a bit unfair for those who cannot travel. An electronic consultation is already in motion for the theme for both EHEA and non-EHEA contact persons. 
IAU stressed the need to think about expected results from the BPF. People will not come anymore unless there is something more than just a declaration, therefore the possible themes should be sent out as soon as possible, maybe with the help of the Secretariat, in order to receive feedback. At the global meeting of IAU in April 2011, the preference for different topics can be identified.
Norway drew attention on the conference duration, as most ministers will not be able to attend a full 2 days schedule. The same problem was encountered at the previous BPFs.
ESU agreed with Austria on having a more international Programme Committee, that will provide feedback from non-EHEA countries and looked for ways to also include student input. 

The Holly See endorsed Norway’s input regarding the conference duration and proposed to encourage attendance to regional forums in order to get a regional input, so that more personal relations, not solely virtual ones are created.
EUA thanked the Secretariat for drafting the programme, which is a step forward, but agreed with Norway that it is a long programme, so maybe there can be creative ways of making it shorter and more interactive for international ministers in the first day, by means of alternate sessions. Also, it presented the EUA proposal of the programme. 
European Commission recognized the draft agenda proposed by the IO WG Chair has taken into account very well the feedback given so far. Since it is a bit long, perhaps a 1,5 day programme proposal may be useful. The press conference could take place at lunchtime, and for part of the conference, the non-EHEA participants can also assist as observers. The bilateral session slot should be kept though as a distinct agenda point.

Council of Europe agreed that 1.5 days programme is more feasable, this is how the most productive meetings take place within the CoE context as well. The issue of Arab countries and what can be done for them was raised. Contact persons meetings may not be very feasaible, since difficulties may arise while traveling to different countries. A possible solution to overcome these obstacles may be exploring Facebook and other interactive social tools that allow for a two way discussion.

UNESCO stated that a 1,5 day meeting is too short for people travelling a lot to come to the event, but it is good that the non-EHEA involvement is on both days. The EUA agenda option excludes information sessions, but adds on parallel interactive session, which could serve for information exchange as well.

The Chair explained the color system used to identify common and separate activities foe EHEA and non-EHEA members, pointing out the common social events, where all participants will be able to interact. The Chair restated the proposals made up to this point, namely: to make the reunion shorter - 1.5 days, maintaining the same length for common events, while shortening the duration for individual activities.
The Bologna Secretariat noticed that the on the EUA agenda there is still an information session. Since the non-EHEA countries are present in the beginning of the discussions, the question – also to be addressed to the BFUG – is whether they should also be present at the discussion on the communiqué, as this is a sensitive political issue for the EHEA member countries. The Budapest experience was reminded, when some mininsters were unhappy with the time allocated to express their opinion. The time allotted for ministerial debate must not be shortened too much, if an event with more participants than the one in Vienna would take place.
Austria agreed with the necessity of having the sufficient time for the ministers to speak, making the meeting more appealing for them to attend. Having access for some parts of the event for the international delegation is a good idea.

EUA mentioned that the information session should be opened to international delegations to have a more balanced view. 

IAU expressed their concern regarding the limited interaction between the Bologna Policy Forum non-EHEA participants and the ministers. 
Belgium mentioned in respect with the agenda that based on the feedback of the ministry of education in Belgium, the WG session is a good opportunity for interaction and proposed to have an interractive set of parallel WG sessions in the first day as well, if possible.

EURASHE added the remark that the Bologna Policy Forum could take place at least partially before to the ministerial conference. This will allow the international quests to formulate questions to which the EHEA ministers can respond to.

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.
Austria mentioned that the Vienna BPF information session was lengthy enough, but it was shortened due to the shortening of the MC. The most appreciated sessions were the parallel sessions. We shouldn’t create “regional clusters” for countries, but we should reinforce global geographical balance (based on the breakdown of the UNESCO regions). The non-EHEA ministers could also input into the debate following the Bucharest 2012 Report presentation and participate into the parallel sessions. The discussion on the communiqué should happen in parallel, as sensitive debates can indeed arise. Regarding the selection of the countries to be invited, the hosts of the last BPF consulted with UNESCO on which countries to be invited.
The Chair resumed the discussions, mentioning that the only session to which non-EHEA ministers would not participate in would be the adoption of the EHEA communiqué. In this time, the non-EHEA ministers would attend an information session. 

European Commission proposed that in the 2nd day, we combine the adoption of both the Communique and the BPF Statement. This will alow to have a shorter 2nd day.

16:00 – 16:30 Coffee break

(continuation of the discussion on point 4 of the agenda)

After the coffee break, a new agenda draft was presented (annex 2, version 2), which took into account all the proposals made in the discussion held. The new agenda draft was endorsed by the IO WG members and circulated in printed format. This new version will constitute the basis for further debates and will be sent to the Romanian MECTS for consultation.  

(5) Information on and follow-up of the first meeting of the EHEA Information & Promotion Network (IPN), as well as the first meeting of the IPN Steering Committee

Belgium (the Flemish Community) presented the IPN progress report, since the Network was launched, on 28th May 2010. The Co-Chairs from Austria, Estonia and Belgium / The Flemish Community were elected, a Steering Committee including the Co-Chairs, as well as Hungary and Cyprus has been set up, a draft Workplan was formulated and circulated to the IPN members for feedback. The IPN 5 main tasks were defined in the IPN Terms of Reference.

Currently, the IPN Steering Committee proposed three sub- working groups that would function independently for the accomplishement of the IPN objectives:

· the first sub-working group (WG1), focusing on information and promotion activities, has Germany (DAAD) as Chair and the first meeting will be held on December 17 in Bonn, Germany, with member groups still to be confirmed;
· the second sub-working group (WG2), focusing on production of promotion materials and further building of EHEA website (in particular on International Openness and study in Europe sections) does not yet have a Chair and has not yet started working;

· the third sub-working group (WG3), with Austria (OeAD) as Chair, has started working, and a meeting is planned before December 17, in Vienna, Austria. The WG3 members will also be confirmed at a later stage, a call being issued for members to all three sub-WG.
(6) Reports on activities relevant to the Working Group (written contributions only)
The Chair requested written contributions in the next two weeks from the International Openness Working Group members, so that they can be included as annexes to the meeting’s minutes.

(7) Any other business


The Chair of the WG introduced the BFUG discussion on the transition in concepts, terminology and logos from the Bologna Process to the EHEA, focusing on the implications of such a shift. A possible result of a sudden shift might be the loss of the current branding, since outside countries are more familiar with the term “Bologna Process”.
UK outlined that the two terms are not necessarily mutually exclusive: one explains what we are aiming at and one describes the complexity of tools to reach there. So, they probably can complement each other and be used in parallel.

The Holly See pointed out that at an internal meeting held during the previous week, nobody knew what the EHEA is, but the Bologna Process was a term recognised by everyone. Also, the EHEA logo does not bring a lot of attention and it should be made more visible.

CoE stated that the term “Bologna Process” is shorter and better known, the transition might be linguistically challenging. It is easier to pronounce BP rather than EHEA.
IAU wondered if there is really a choice, since EHEA has already been launched, so it is a matter of transition. Since some people already know “Bologna Process”, both terms should be used for a period of transition, but then move to the EHEA fully, in terms of terminology and logos.  
EUA stated the importance of presentations outside the EHEA area. BP is too extensively used to be dropped, so it should be accepted for now and and EHEA terminology increasing. 
EC did not have a very strong position on this, but BP is an established concept and it would be sad to renounce it, but at the same time, EHEA should be used more. EC came with a suggestion of a combined logo, although it may already be too late for that. On the matter of the European Research Area and the possible merging process with the EHEA, raised after the last BFUG meeting, steps need to be taken, but ERA and EHEA are two different spaces.
The Bologna Secretariat presented the technical difficulties concerning the logos, owned by two different countries, BP by Germany, EHEA by Hungary. There are different intellectual property rules for the two logos, and it is a very sensitive matter what to use on documents, or how to reply when we are asked about the Bologna Process action lines and their continuity within the EHEA. A paper will be presented at the next BFUG meeting, in an attempt to clear up this issue.
EURASHE endorsed most things said, proposing to use BP externally and EHEA internally and evaluate results, as nothing seems to be simple due to the informal character of the EHEA.

IAU googled for ehea.info, but the EHEA official website was not found in the first five websites.

The Bologna Secretariat noticed that better visibility in the Google search implies money for rating or more hits on the website. The Secretariat will send emails to all BFUG members to ask them put the “www.ehea.info” link on their websites, as well as ask the consultative members to forward this request to their members in turn.
The next meeting will take place on 18th of January in Vienna, while another future meeting will be held on May 19th, most likely in Brussels. The Chair thanked both Austria and the Flemish Community of Belgium for volunteering to host the next two meetings and thus easing the access of some IO WG members to next meetings’ location. Also, the Chair thanked all IO WG members for their contributions and whished everyone a safe journey back. 
17:30          End of the meeting



Main points of the discussion outlined below:


The revised ToR and Working Plan were approved. 


Solutions need to be found to increase the participation of EHEA ministers to the BPF, while highly involving the non-EHEA delegation in both the preparations of the BPF, as well as in the event itself. 


Initial input on possible thematic directions for the Bologna Process was received, with quality assurance as a recurrent topic. 


The BFUG feedback is included in the annex on the summary of the IO WG related BFUG discussion presented to the IO WG members.





Main points of the discussion outlined below:


The previous BPF used the UNESCO regions breakdown for deciding which countries to invite to the BPF, the working groups composition and it was recommended that this is considered for the next edition of the BPF as well.


The main responsibilities for the logistical organisation of the thir BPF will rely with the Romanian Ministry for Education, Science, Youth and Sports (MECTS), in cooperation with Bologa Secretariat. Other actors involved in the overall organzation of the event were included in the concept paper, with the list being enlarged during the meeting. 


The 2011 Quality Assurance conference, mentioned in the Vienna BPF Statement, is to be organised by the European Commission and has its financial support, while being hostedby the Flemish Community of Belgium, who kindly volunteered in this sense..


The involvement of national contact persons in the BPF preparations was debated, especially related to how to make their interaction more efficient. Electronic consultation was suggested as means of communication and support, with social media and a forum as additional tools. Countries that have not yet nominated a contact person should be reminded to to so by the Bologna Secretariat. 


The possibility of setting up a  3rd BPF International Programme Committee was largely discussed, based on the idea emerging from the previous meeting in Vienna. In case a decision would be taken to set up such an International Programme Committe, it should be of manageable size, in order to bring added value. The main conclusion was that such a structure would have difficulties arranging face to face meetings with non-EHEA participants, while also encountering major logistic and organisational challenges. No final conclusion on this point was drawn and the discussion will be taken up in the next IO WG meeting.


An alternative agenda proposal was presented by EUA, aimed at increasing the interraction between EHEA and non-EHEA ministers and the attractiveness of the event. 


Conference duration brought intense debates, since participants agreed that ministers will not be able to attent a full 2 days schedule. A 1.5 days programme was accepted as feasible, thus various arrangements were proposed, focusing on the degree of implication of non-EHEA countries. The non-EHEA ministers will not participate at the discussion of the EHEA communiqué, but in this time they could attend an information session. 


A new draft agenda was presented, taking into account all the proposals and it was endorsed by the IO WG members and circulated in printed format.


In regard to the 3rd BPF theme, the most frequent topics of interest based on the feedback received so far were quality assurance, mutual recognition and qualification frameworks. The IO WG members also proposed other relevant topics that may find their place at the following BPF: employability, mobility, student centered learning, social dimension, internationalization. No final decision has been taken on this aspect. However IAU and EUA volunteered to consult their partners and members and to provide further input, particularly on themes of the next BPF.








Main points of the discussion outlined below:


Since IPN was launched in May this year, Belgium (the Flemish Community) presented a progress report.


There are now three IPN sub-working groups, sub-WG1 and sub-WG3 have already started their activity, while sub-WG2 is yet to have a chair or become functional.








Main points:


The transition from the Bologna Process to the EHEA, in terms of terminology and logos was brought to attention, as a sensitive matter.


The two terms are not mutually exclusive, BP is better know externally, while EHEA is familiar for the members.


Both BP and EHEA terms should be used simultaneously, with an attempt to eventually shift towards the latter.


The EHEA website needs to become more visible, and support from all members will be requested in order to achieve this objective, by means of Bologna Secretariat sending an e-mail to all parties involved to reference the EHEA permanent website on their own web pages.


The next meeting will take place on 18th of January in Vienna, while another future meeting will be held on May 12th or 19th, most likely in Brussels. 
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