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Apologies were received from the Sjur Bergan (Council of Europe), the Co-Chair of the Structural Reforms WG and from Croatia, France, Moldova, Romania, Switzerland and Ukraine.

Welcome and introduction to the meeting by the Co-Chairs
Noël Vercruysse (Belgium/Flemish Community) the hosting Co-Chair welcomed the participants to the 3rd meeting of the EHEA WG on Structural Reforms (hereinafter SRWG) and briefed the WG members on the main topics of the meeting: it primarily will focus on developing the structure of SRWG draft report to be submitted by the end of 2014 as well as on the Qualifications Frameworks (QFs). In addition the Co-Chair noted that the joint meeting with EQF Advisory Group will take place on the second day of the meeting which will be devoted to the QFs and their key role in the reforms of the national HE systems.

Information and updates on the developments of relevance to SRWG

Feedback on the Rome Co-Chairs meeting, 8 July 2013: Padre Friedrich Bechina (Holy See) noted that due to the big size and the complex structure of the SRWG a coordination meeting with its sub-structures was required for the purpose of exchanging views, getting updates on their work, also providing assistance if needed. During the Rome meeting it was concluded that reports of the sub-structures will be enclosed to the main report of the SRWG trying to follow the structure and its logic. Moreover, it was noted that in the remaining period, the SRWG need to concentrate on the outcomes to be produced and later reported at the Yerevan ministerial meeting. Therefore the Co-Chairs have developed the first outline of the report, which will enable to structure the further discussions of the WG and identify the major issues in each policy area of the structural reforms. In conclusion it was also stressed that there is a need to define the final goal and the purposes of the instruments enabling policy makers to link them with the overall goals and purposes of HE.
The BFUG Board meeting in Tbilisi, 17 September, 2013: Gayane Harutyunyan (the Head of Secretariat) informed that the BFUG Board met on the 17 of September in Tbilisi and for the first time streamlined reporting from the overarching WGs was conducted covering the activities of their sub-structures. The Board stressed that there is a necessity for greater coherence between the different policy areas and the data, which will provided by the Implementation WG, is essential in endeavour to reach it. Hence the Implementation WG was asked to present the structure of the report earlier, at the Athens BFUG meeting, rather than in July 2014 as it is planned. Regarding the scorecards indicators it was noted that until November 2013 the WGs are able to identify new scorecards though it is important to take into consideration the process oriented nature of the scorecards in case they are developed. The 2015 Implementation Report should be a mirroring instrument reflecting the actual situation across EHEA. The issue of NQF network participation was another topic that was highlighted and the need reconsider the role of the networks was raised. In conclusion it was noted that Georgia has expressed its interest to participate in SRWG.
Conference on quality assurance trust and recognition, September 20, 2013 Brussels: Noël Vercruysse shared information on the conference organised by the Flemish Community recently on the topic of trust, quality assurance and recognition in the global perspective. The participants were both from EU and other regions of the world. Afterwards the Co-Chair added that the detailed information on the conference will be available on the European Commission website and in brief presented several suggestions made during the conference in relevance to SRWG activities:
· To improve the student experience and learning in HE with the help of continuous enhancement of QA.
· To reinforce the cooperation between HEIs and trans-regional cooperation of QA agencies.
· To consider quality as one of the important pillars for creating trust and confidence across the EHEA.
· To achieve common understanding on different structural elements and concepts, i.e. what is quality, what are the core elements of a robust QA systems, how to define the LOs for curriculum design and etc.  
· To better articulate the important role of LOs while considering the interrelationship of QFs and QA.
· To move from policy to the implementation on the ground floor (institutions, academics), support the learners and academic staff to make the shift to LOs. 
· To seek opinion of employers and alumnus in order to maintain and improve the relevance and quality of study programmes. 
· QFs and QA are interconnected and both can contribute to make the diversity more transparent and more understandable.
In conclusion the Co-Chair informed that the Flemish Ministry intends to organise peer learning activities on the following topics.
· New methods of QA in HE;
· Pilot projects on joint degrees and work placements mostly on the level of students. 


Subsidiary text to the LRC convention: “Recommendation on the use of qualifications frameworks in the recognition of foreign qualifications.”
Carita Blomqvist (Finland) briefed on the purpose of the recommendation, which mainly is to support the implementation of LRC principles in different countries. The document is kind of compromise of different views i.e. ENIC-NARIC network, EQF AG etc. The purpose of the work was to bring these two policy areas closer together as there are countries where these 2 policy areas have been developed separately. In addition it was noted that main idea of the subsidiary text is to show how QFs can support the fair recognition of foreign qualifications and how to benefit from the existing tools. 
For more details see the document below.


In the discussion the following suggestions were made:
· Further to promote the implementation and the usage of EAR Manual in HEIs;
· The draft final report of the SRWG should contain a strong recommendation  on supporting the EAR Manual;
· To establish more formal links between Asia-Pacific (Tokyo) and Lisbon Recognition Conventions, to evolve the trans-regional cooperation based on these conventions;
· To look for the possibility to minimize the market influence on QA agencies: some QA agencies adopt strategies that are market oriented and are designed for international cooperation; 
· To better communicate on the interlinkages between QFs and QA and the way they support each other, also their role in recognition;
· To better analyse the issue of trust between the QA systems and their impact on recognition. 

European Approach for Accreditation of Joint Degrees.
Achim Hopbach (ENQA) in general introduced the objective beyond nominating  the experts group to develop the European Approach for Accreditation of joint degrees, i.e. the to come up with European approach which will facilitate the accreditation of joint degrees in the EHEA. The main message was that this approach should be applied only to those programmes which are the subject to compulsory accreditation; this is not a proposal for additional accreditation scheme for those countries which do not have any. In the summary of the document it is highlighted that the remaining obstacles for setting up joint degrees are different national legislations and heterogeneity of external QA systems. Moreover, it is recommended to left out the national specifications as they inhibit the accreditation of the joint degrees and to facilitate the accreditation process by using already existing tools in EHEA i.e. QFs, ECTS, DS, ESG, etc.

For more details see the document below



The observations made during the discussion are presented below.
· In response to the inquiry on what is the option of HEIs representing countries which do not have accreditation of joint programmes it was noted that the document has been elaborated to ease the programme accreditation where it is compulsory/required, to reduce the burden for accreditation where it is possible.
· As for the review panel rules, whether a standard/ regulations are required in here, to what extent the paper should define the set of recommendations for the panel it was explained that strictness of the criteria are important in order to stimulate national authorities to accept decisions of the of non-national EQAR registered QA agencies, yet it may seem contradicting to the already existing practices. 
· It was highlighted that for further enhancement of recognition of joint degrees it is advisable to stick to the description of a review panel as suggested in the paper. 
· Need for better articulation of LRC use and consultation with the ENIC-NARIC network in order to identify good practices in recognition of joint degrees. 
· The type of qualifications to be awarded is important for students.
· Description of recognition procedures (academic and professional) of joint degrees are still to be tackled.
· The importance of a single accreditation procedure for joint degrees on one hand and the extent to which joint degrees are preferable to double degrees, single accreditation procedure to joint accreditation on the other hand: 
· The openness and simplicity of the European approach in comparison with the national standards was questioned. 
· Countries should consider taking away the barriers for institutions in setting up joint programmes. 
· The sensitive issue of teaching in national language should be further considered. 
· In addition, the WG members agreed to further comment on the European Approach of Accreditation of Joint degrees. The Experts group will revise the document accordingly and circulate to the WG members. Meanwhile, the WG members are invited to send additional comments to the Experts Group by mail. 

Presentation on doctoral studies
Marzia Foroni (Co-Chair of the 3rd cycle Ad-hoc WG, Italy) updated the participants on the activities carried out by the sub-group and in short introduced the main eight tasks to the SRWG, i.e. stocktaking, mapping diversity, quality assurance which also incorporates set of ideas for ESG, transparency covering set of ideas for ECTS revision, internationalization and mobility, employability, funding and link between 2nd and 3rd cycle, how to increase the research in the 2nd cycle, whether there is enough money for improving the data of the doctoral studies. 
For more detailed information see the ppt below.



Presentation of the first outline of the report and the work plan
The Co-Chair Bartłomiej Banaszak briefed the WG members on the aim of the report and its further development. It was noted that the task of the SRWG is rather challenging as on one hand it has to make policy recommendations in the 4 areas and on the other hand it also has a mandate to address the number of overarching issues under its mandate. In addition to the task mentioned the balance between policy recommendations and implementation is to be achieved. SRWG has also to avoid any overlaps with work of other WGs particularly, with Implementation WG. 
Afterwards the structure of the report was presented highlighting its main chapters. Last but not least it was stressed that the Co-Chairs explore the possibility of getting some additional data on self-certification and implementation of the LRC on national levels. 
For more detailed information see the document below


The suggestions and remarks made during the discussion are the following:
· Better examine the cost effect on both implementation and non implementation of the structural reforms in HE, stimulate countries/organizations to commission research estimating costs of non implementation vs. implementation of HE reforms.
· Indicate the link between purposes/goals of the structural reforms and the efforts to be taken to achieve them. 
· Analyse the challenges rather than problems to the implementation.
· Emphasise the cross references between policy areas of the structural reforms also assess the influence of each policy area on the others.
· Describe the latest developments of the existing tools of different policy areas and the way they communicate.
· To change the paragraph title of “Overarching issues” to “Overarching political issues” as diverse aspects are tackled in the content. 
· Joint degrees should be in the last chapter rather than in the QA chapter.
· To take into account the possible discrepancies that may arise between the recommendations of the SRWG and final data of the Implementation WG. Try to interpret those issues, check recommendations in the light of the existing data collected by the Implementation WG, though the  timing is  an issue. 
· To write policy considerations which actually correspond the ever-changing context of economic reality rather than HE, to mention the economic dimension. 
· To develop timetable reflecting the main EHEA WGs activities and the actual deadlines aiming to better coordinate the process. 
· To propose evidence based recommendations in the final report in order to secure the ministries to step forward. 
· Use more transparent language/be more explicit while addressing the concept of LOs, i.e. usage of programme design, curriculum developments, staff developments, assessment rather than LOs term.
· Ensure more supportive environment for academic staff and enhance student involvement in QA.
· Better communicate with ENIC-NARC network and utilise the data in the network possession regarding recognition.
· To make clear the differentiation between the four policy areas, instruments, purposes and the objectives that the SRWG is striving for.
· The report should be comprehensive and concise complementing other report of the EHEA WGs reports. 

As a concluding remark the Co-Chairs noted the need for commissioning research on exploring the correspondence of national legislations with the main principles of LRC and the status-quo of the self-certification reports. The outline of the draft final report will be revised and presented to the WG for consideration at its December meeting. 

Feedback of the EHEA Structural Reform Working Group for the Work Program of the Activities on the Peer Learning and Review Initiative 
Bartłomiej Banaszak (Poland) in short introduced the draft work program of activities on the PL &RI. Afterwards WG were invited to the introduction of new proposals and the following initiatives were expressed.

	No.
	Policy areas
	Topics
	Hosted/organized by

	1
	3rd cycle 
	One of the specific aspects of the 3rd cycle
	Most probably Italy

	2
	Learning outcomes
	Attainment of defined LO
	The Netherland/EURASHE (2014)

	3
	Promotion of structural reforms outside of EHEA
	
	Ireland (2014, second half)

	
	SRs and employability
	Links between the SRs and employability,
Involving the employers in shaping the curriculum of the study programmes.
	Polish ministry (2015)



In addition the Secretariat briefed the WG members that starting from the 2014 the European Commission will be provide funding to the countries wishing to organise peer learning activity on one of the themes if BFUG approves the submitted proposal.

Further work plan of EHEA WG on SRs, next meeting of the, 9-10 December, Ghent.
The Co-Chairs noted that SRWG has rather extensive agenda for its next meeting, yet the main emphasis of the WG will be on elaborating the draft final report of the WG. In relation to the report it was also stressed that it is important to ensure that all the specific tasks of the SRWG are not overlooked and covered properly. As to the topics to be included in the further work plan of the WG, the following points were highlighted.
· Discussion on revised ESG after the joint session with the BFUG;
· Revised European Approach of accreditation of joint degrees ;
· Learning outcomes and the way they are interpreted, 
· Supporting environment for the academic staff and the students. 
The forth meeting of the SRs WG will be held in Ghent, 9-10 December 2013.
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RECOMMENDATION ON THE USE OF QUALIFICATIONS FRAMEWORKS IN THE
RECOGNITION OF FOREIGN QUALIFICATIONS

Preamble

The Committee of the Council of Europe/UNESCO Convention on the Recognition of
Qualifications concerning Higher Education in the European Region®,

Considering that the aim of the Council of Europe and UNESCO is to achieve greater unity
between their members, and that this aim can be pursued notably by common action in cultural
matters and by supporting the reforms of higher education;

Having regard to the Council of Europe/UNESCO Convention on the Recognition of
Qualifications concerning Higher Education in the European Region;

Having regard to the European Cultural Convention;

Having regard to the Declaration of the European Ministers of Education in Bologna on
19 June 1999, and the subsequent communiqués of the Ministerial meetings within the Bologna
Process, especially their reference to qualifications frameworks and the role that they (sub-
national, national and overarching) could play in the reforms of higher education in Europe as
well as in countries which belong to the UNESCO European Region and which although not
involved in the process, have or intend to develop a National Qualifications Framework;

Having regard to the subsidiary texts adopted under the Council of Europe/UNESCO Convention
on the Recognition of Qualifications concerning Higher Education in the European Region: the
UNESCO/Council of Europe Code of Good Practice in the Provision of Transnational
Education, the Revised Recommendation on Criteria and Procedures for the Assessment of
Foreign Qualifications, and the Recommendation on the Recognition of Joint Degrees;

Having regard to the Diploma Supplement which facilitates the recognition of qualifications by
indicating the NQF, EQF and EHEA QF level, developed jointly by the European Commission,
the Council of Europe and UNESCO;

Having regard to the European Union’s Europass® as well as to developments with the use of
credit systems, in particular the European Credit Transfer and Accumulation System (ECTS);

Having regard to other similar transparency tools existing in countries party to the Convention;

Having regard to the work undertaken towards improving the recognition of qualifications
concerning higher education by the Council of Europe/UNESCO European Network of National
Information Centres (ENIC®) on academic recognition and mobility and the national information
centres;

! In this Recommendation, the Convention will be referred to as “the Lisbon Recognition Convention".

? Decision 2241/2004/EC (15 December 2004) of the European Parliament and of the Council - on a single
Community framework for the transparency of qualifications and competences (Europass).

¥ Some ENIC centres are also NARIC centres and all cooperate through the ENIC/NARIC Networks
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Considering that the Council of Europe and UNESCO have always encouraged academic mobility
as a means for better understanding of the various cultures and languages, and without any form of
racial, religious, political or sexual discrimination;

Considering that studying or working in a foreign country is likely to contribute to an individual's
cultural and academic enrichment, as well as to improve the individual's career prospects;

Considering the developments of qualifications frameworks at subnational, national and regional
levels (including for example the Qualifications Framework of the European Higher Education
Area (QF-EHEA) and the European Qualifications Framework for Lifelong Learning (EQF-LLL));

Considering that National Qualifications Frameworks in the European Higher Education Area are
often self-certified and referenced against the QF-EHEA and EQF-LLL;

Considering that there are parties to the Lisbon Recognition Convention that are not committed to
the QF-EHEA and/or the EQF-LLL, but where qualifications frameworks also exist or may be
developed,;

Considering that learning outcomes provide the basis on which qualifications frameworks and
recognition practices are built;

Considering that qualifications frameworks include and/or refer to arrangements for ensuring the
quality of programmes and of the institutions issuing the qualifications included in the frameworks;

Considering that the recognition of qualifications is an essential precondition for both academic
and professional mobility, as well as for building knowledge based societies;

Recommends the governments of States party to the Convention on the Recognition of
Qualifications concerning Higher Education in the European Region:

I. to take into account, in the establishment of their recognition policies, the principles
outlined in the appendix hereto which forms part of this Recommendation;

ii. to draw these principles to the attention of the competent bodies concerned;

iii. to promote the implementation of these principles by government agencies, local and
regional authorities within their country, and by higher education institutions;

iv. to ensure that this Recommendation is distributed as widely as possible among all
stakeholders concerned with the recognition of qualifications concerning higher education;

Invites the Secretary General of the Council of Europe and the Director-General of UNESCO, as
appropriate, to transmit this Recommendation to the governments of those States which have been
invited to the Diplomatic Conference entrusted with the adoption of the Lisbon Recognition
Convention but which have not become parties to that Convention.
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APPENDIX

APPENDIX TO THE RECOMMENDATION ON THE USE OF QUALIFICATIONS
FRAMEWORKS IN THE RECOGNITION OF FOREIGN QUALIFICATIONS

l. Definitions
1. General Terms:

a. The general terms used throughout the present Recommendation are the same as those
understood in the Lisbon Recognition Convention and referenced in the definition of terms
(Section 1) of the Convention.

2. Terminology specific to the present Recommendation:

a. “National Qualifications Framework(s) (NQFs)” refers to qualifications frameworks
developed at the national or sub-national level and specific to a country’s structure of
education and training;

b. “Overarching frameworks” refers to regional frameworks to which NQFs are related (for
example the QF-EHEA and EQF-LLL);

C. “Qualifications frameworks” refers in general terms to both NQFs and overarching
frameworks.

1. Scope and General Considerations

1. The Recommendation focuses on the use of qualifications frameworks as important
information and transparency tools in the recognition of higher education qualifications and
qualifications giving access to higher education.

2. The Recommendation takes account of the fact that, from a lifelong learning perspective,
qualifications frameworks can also facilitate the recognition of prior learning, since qualifications
frameworks describe qualifications in terms of learning outcomes independently from learning
paths. It also takes account of the fact that qualifications frameworks can be used to facilitate
access to the labour market.

3. The Recommendation demonstrates ways in which qualifications frameworks may be
helpful in establishing similarities between foreign qualifications and relevant qualifications
within the education system in which recognition is sought, and whether or not there are
substantial differences between qualifications.

4. The fact that not all countries, or indeed all signatories to the Lisbon Recognition
Convention, have national qualifications frameworks should not be an impediment to
recognizing qualifications from such countries. Likewise many older qualifications may not be
placed in a qualifications framework even if the country in question has now developed one.
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5. National Qualifications Frameworks facilitate recognition especially when they have
been linked in a transparent and comparative way — through self-certification and referencing —
to the overarching frameworks, such as QF-EHEA and EQF-LLL.

6. While the existence of a NQF alone does not lead to “automatic recognition”, the
positioning of qualifications within the NQF of the awarding country and their relation to one or
more overarching frameworks gives important information to facilitate the recognition processes.

1. Recommendations

1. The competent recognition authorities, and the ENIC Network should develop a common
understanding on how to use national, European or other overarching qualifications frameworks
for the purpose of facilitating the fair recognition of qualifications and should identify the
opportunities and challenges they present.

2. Qualifications frameworks should be used to make it easier for competent recognition
authorities to assess foreign qualifications.

3. Qualifications frameworks should be used while considering the five key elements in
recognition: level, learning outcomes, quality, workload and profile. However, qualifications
frameworks provide limited information to support the recognition process when it comes to the
profile of a qualification.

4. The following principles should apply to assure the effective use of qualifications
frameworks in recognition practice:

a. Level

i If a National Qualifications Framework has been self-certified or referenced, there
is, as a general rule, no need for the competent recognition authority to investigate
the level of qualifications further;

ii.  In the case that qualifications have been referenced/self-certified towards the same
level in overarching frameworks, they should be seen as broadly compatible;

iii.  When level discrepancies occur, qualification specific information including the
Diploma Supplement or other documents should be used. In these cases, the formal
rights the qualification in the awarding country should be taken into account.

b.  Learning outcomes

i.  The learning outcomes of National Qualifications Frameworks and of overarching
qualifications frameworks are generic and provide a reference point for recognition;

ii.  In cases where the learning outcomes provided by the qualifications frameworks are
insufficient for recognition purposes, the more detailed descriptions of learning
outcomes provided by institutions should be used. The description of learning
outcomes in the Diploma Supplement or other documents is useful for recognition
purposes.
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c.  Quality

I. A transparent link between recognition, qualifications frameworks and quality
assurance should be established,;

ii.  If a National Qualifications Framework has been self-certified or referenced, there
is an assumption that the individual qualifications included in the framework by the
competent authority are quality assured. Therefore as a general rule there is no need
for the recognition authority to investigate the quality of the qualification.

d.  Workload

While recognising that qualifications should as far as possible be assessed on the basis of
learning outcomes, competent recognition authorities may also be guided in their
assessment by the workload learners are assumed to require in order to obtain the given
qualification. This is normally expressed as credits and indicates the typical workload
expected to achieve the learning outcomes associated with a qualification.
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The Explanatory Memorandum follows the order of the subsidiary text to the Lisbon
Recognition Convention

Preamble

The Preamble builds on the existing legal framework for the recognition of qualifications
concerning higher education, as elaborated by the Council of Europe and UNESCO. It places
the Recommendation in the context of the Council of Europe/UNESCO Recognition Convention
and the European Higher Education Area and points to the main developments that call for a
common understanding on how to use qualifications frameworks in the recognition of foreign
qualifications. Specific attention is drawn to other parties or entities developing qualifications
frameworks especially in the European Higher Education Area (EHEA), and the European
Qualifications Framework for lifelong learning (EQF LLL)" and to qualifications frameworks
developed or being developed in countries party to the Lisbon Recognition Convention
outside the European Higher Education Area.

Regarding the EHEA, the subsidiary text recalls references to qualifications frameworks in
several Bologna Process Ministerial Communiqués, including:

The Berlin Communiqué in 2003:
“Ministers encourage the member states to elaborate a framework of comparable and
compatible qualifications for their higher education systems, which should seek to
describe qualifications in terms of workload, level, learning outcomes, competences
and profile. They also undertake to elaborate an overarching framework of
qualifications for the European Higher Education Area.”

The Bergen Communiqué in 2005:
“We adopt the overarching framework for qualifications in the EHEA, comprising
three cycles (including, within national contexts, the possibility of intermediate
qualifications), generic descriptors for each cycle based on learning outcomes and
competences, and credit ranges in the first and second cycles. We commit ourselves to
elaborating national frameworks for qualifications compatible with the overarching
framework for qualifications in the EHEA by 2010.”

The London Communiqué in 2007:
“2.7 Qualifications frameworks are important instruments in achieving comparability
and transparency within the EHEA and facilitating the movement of learners within,
as well as between, higher education systems. They should also help HEIs to develop
modules and study programmes based on learning outcomes and credits, and improve
the recognition of qualifications as well as all forms of prior learning. ”

The Leuven/Louvain la Neuve in 2009:
“12. The development of national qualifications frameworks is an important step
towards the implementation of lifelong learning. We aim at having them implemented
and prepared for self-certification against the overarching Qualifications Framework
for the European Higher Education Area by 2012. This will require continued
coordination at the level of the EHEA and with the European Qualifications

! Recommendation of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 April 2008 on the establishment of the
European Qualifications Framework for Lifelong learning, 2008/C111/01
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Framework for Lifelong Learning. Within national contexts, intermediate
qualifications within the first cycle can be a means of widening access to higher
education

The Bucharest Communiqué in 2012
“We welcome the progress in developing qualifications frameworks; they improve
transparency and will enable higher education systems to be more open and flexible.
We acknowledge that realising the full benefits of qualifications frameworks can in
practice be more challenging than developing the structures. The development of
qualifications frameworks must continue so that they become an everyday reality for
students, staff and employers. Meanwhile, some countries face challenges in finalising
national frameworks and in self-certifying compatibility with the framework of
qualifications of the EHEA (QF-EHEA) by the end of 2012.”
“A common understanding of the levels of our qualifications frameworks is essential
to recognition for both academic and professional purposes. School leaving
qualifications giving access to higher education will be considered as being of
European Qualifications Framework (EQF) level 4, or equivalent levels for countries
not bound by the EQF, where they are included in National Qualifications
Frameworks. We further commit to referencing first, second and third cycle
qualifications against EQF levels 6, 7 and 8 respectively, or against equivalent levels
for countries not bound by the EQF. ”
“We are determined to remove outstanding obstacles hindering effective and proper
recognition and are willing to work together towards the automatic recognition of
comparable academic degrees, building on the tools of the Bologna framework, as a
long-term goal of the EHEA. We therefore commit to reviewing our national
legislation to comply with the Lisbon Recognition Convention. We welcome the
European Area of Recognition (EAR) Manual and recommend its use as a set of
guidelines for recognition of foreign qualifications and a compendium of good
practices. ”

(Source: www.ehea.info)

Similar transparency tools have been developed in countries which are not members of the
EHEA but are party to the Convention, these include:

New Zealand:

“The NZQF is designed to optimise the recognition of educational achievement and
its contribution to New Zealand’s economic, social and cultural success. Specifically,
the NZQF:
e conveys the skills, knowledge and attributes a graduate has gained through
completing a qualification
¢ enables and supports the provision of high-quality education pathways
e requires the development of integrated and coherent qualification
e enhances confidence in the quality and international comparability of New
Zealand qualifications
e contributes to the strengthening of Mdori as a people by enhancing and
advancing matauranga Mdaori
o represents value for money and is sustainable and robust”



http://www.ehea.info/



(Source: www.nzga.govt.nz )

Australia:

“The Australian Qualifications Framework (AQF) is the national policy for regulated
qualifications in Australian education and training. It incorporates the qualifications
from each education and training sector into a single comprehensive national
qualifications framework.

The accreditation of the AQF qualifications, the authorisation of the organisations to
issue them and the ongoing quality assurance of qualifications and issuing
organisations is legislated within Australian jurisdictions.

Verification of AQF qualifications and the organisations authorised to issue them is
through the AQF Register.”

(Source: www.agf.edu.au)

Canada:
A qualifications framework is a tool that

« describes the main purposes and learning expectations for each qualification in a
particular education system, and the relationship between the different
qualifications;

e provides the continuum of learning expectations along which any new
qualifications can be placed in that education system;

e provides a context for policies on credit transfer and qualification recognition
that facilitate lifelong learning;

e assists in comparing one's own standards with those in other education systems,
whether for purposes of study elsewhere or the export of programs to other
jurisdictions.

(Source: www.cicic.ca )

Further information on qualifications frameworks at a global level can be found at the
European Training Foundation (www.etf.europa.eu).

The development of qualifications frameworks reinforces the use of learning outcomes within
educational discourses and qualification systems. The principle of learning outcomes
provides the basis on which qualifications frameworks and recognition practices build.

It should be noticed that the stage of development of qualifications frameworks and their
implementation varies considerably in Europe. As of January 2012, 21 countries reported that
they were in the final stages of preparing their National Qualifications Framework and self-
certifying it against the QF EHEA. 16 countries were in the middle of the process and 5
countries had yet to begin the process in earnest.
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The current Recommendation should be considered at first step in how to use qualifications
frameworks in recognition practises. The competent recognition authorities, and the ENIC
network are encouraged to develop the use of qualifications frameworks in recognition
further. The Recommendation does not aim to comment or to advise how National
Quialification Frameworks should be elaborated.

|. Definitions

The terms “National Qualifications Frameworks” and “QF EHEA” refer to the more general
descriptions presented in Ministerial Communiqués. For the “EQF LLL” the text is the
official definition as presented in the European Parliament and Council Recommendation.

a). In the Berlin Communiqué National Qualifications Frameworks are described as:

“A framework of comparable and compatible qualifications for their higher education
systems, which should seek to describe qualifications in terms of workload, level,
learning outcomes, competences and profile.”

b) The overarching framework for the EHEA is described in the Bergen
Communique:

“The overarching framework for qualifications in the EHEA, comprising three cycles
(including, within national contexts, the possibility of intermediate qualifications),
generic descriptors for each cycle based on learning outcomes and competences, and
credit ranges in the first and second cycles.”

C) “The EQF LLL is a common reference framework which should serve as a
translation device between different qualifications systems and their levels, whether
for general and higher education or for vocational education and training. This will
improve the transparency, comparability and portability of citizens' qualifications
issued in accordance with the practice in the different Member States. Each level of
qualification should, in principle, be attainable by way of a variety of educational and
career paths.”

('Source: http://ec.europa.eu/education )

Il Scope, General Considerations and Recommendations

1. As a tool for transparency, compatibility and comparability, National Qualifications

2.

Frameworks (NQFs) are increasingly being introduced to present and structure
qualification systems, clarifying the relations between qualifications and how they can be
combined to facilitate progression and support the movement of learners within and
between education systems and sub-systems, such as vocational education and training
and higher education. The Lisbon Recognition Convention (Article 111.4) underlines that
each party shall provide adequate and clear information on their education system. NQFs
contribute to this body of information. ENIC centres are encouraged to include
information about their NQFs on their national websites.

While qualifications frameworks can also provide useful information to facilitate
professional recognition and access to the labour market, as well as promote the
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recognition of prior learning, in line with the Lisbon Recognition Convention the focus of
the Recommendation is on academic recognition.

Qualifications frameworks were first developed outside Europe, e.g. in Australia, New
Zealand and South Africa. Many education systems worldwide are now developing
qualifications frameworks often as an integral part of the reform processes of their higher
education systems.

Nevertheless, there are also systems, including countries that are current or potential
parties to the Lisbon Recognition Convention, which have no current plans for
developing sub-national or national qualifications frameworks. The fact that there is no
sub-national or national qualifications framework should not in any way harm the
recognition of qualifications from the country in question.

In Europe, two overarching qualifications frameworks have been developed: the
Qualifications Framework of the European Higher Education Area (QF-EHEA) and the
European Qualifications Framework for Lifelong Learning (EQF-LLL). The two
overarching frameworks are compatible, since levels 6, 7 and 8 of the EQF-LLL
correspond to the three cycles of the QF-EHEA. QF-EHEA also foresees the possibility
that countries within their national frameworks develop short cycle qualifications within
the first cycle, corresponding to level 5 of the EQF-LLL. This complementarity,
combined with the comprehensive character of the EQF, makes visible the relationship
between higher education and other parts of the education and training systems. These
frameworks provide a reference point for comparing the learning outcomes of national
qualifications and can thus facilitate recognition.

For qualifications frameworks to facilitate recognition, trust in the work on national level,
as well as in the self—certification and referencing processes is of critical importance. On
national level, transparent and rigorous analysis of qualifications in the awarding country
before they are levelled to the national framework is required. On European level, the
jointly agreed criteria and procedures for the self-certification and referencing processes
create trust in the process and its outcomes. The processes should be carried out in
transparent way and according to agreed quality criteria.

For qualifications earned at institutions within the EHEA, the competent recognition
authorities should check if the NQF of the country where the qualification was obtained
has been self-certified against the QF-EHEA and/or referenced against the EQF-LLL.
Nevertheless, the fact that NQF is neither self-certified nor referenced should not in any
way harm the recognition of qualifications from the country in question.

Even if the information which can be found in the national qualifications framework is
most important for recognition purposes, the fact that self-certification and/or referencing
has taken place, should further facilitate recognition. In the case that qualifications have
been referenced/self-certified towards the same level in the overarching frameworks, they
should be seen as broadly comparable.

The results of any other similar processes adding to the comparability of qualifications,
like Australia and New Zealand having both undertaken joint certification processes with





Ireland (which has self-certified against EHEA and referenced towards the EQF) should
also further facilitate recognition.

The information provided by the qualifications frameworks as regards levels and learning
outcomes, level, workload, profile and quality should be used as far as possible. When
this is not deemed sufficient, competent authorities need to take into account additional
information (for instance workload and/or formal rights the qualification gives in the
awarding country).

The generic learning outcomes used by qualifications frameworks provide a reference
point for the more detailed learning outcomes used by institutions for curricula and
assessment. In cases where the learning outcomes provided by the qualifications
frameworks are deemed insufficient, the more detailed descriptions of learning outcomes
provided by institutions should be used.

With a view to improving the use of national qualifications frameworks by competent
recognition authorities, ENIC Centres should seek to be involved in the development
processes for National Qualifications Frameworks as well as in, where called for, the
referencing and self-certification processes.






image3.emf
European Approach  QA of Joint Degrees_September2013-1.pdf


European Approach QA of Joint Degrees_September2013-1.pdf
Expert Group for drafting a proposal for European Approach for Accreditation of Joint Degrees (Achim Hopbach, Mark Frederiks,
Netherlands; ENQA; Colin Tick, EQAR; Andrejs Rauhvargers, Latvia)

European Approach for Accreditation of Joint Degrees
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Executive Summary

Due to the different legislation and heterogeneity of external quality assurance systems within
the European Higher Education Area (EHEA) the complexities involved in the accreditation of
joint degrees have been one major obstacle for their development.

Over the past years, quality assurance agencies in the EHEA have been working together to
develop and test different approaches to simplify the accreditation of joint degrees, including
joint accreditation procedures and single accreditation procedures. However, a number of
existing specific - and sometimes contradictory — national requirements inhibit the possibility
of conducting single accreditation procedures for joint degrees offered in several countries.

Moreover, despite the commitments of the Bucharest Communiqué, the full recognition of an
accreditation decision resulting from a single procedure in the different countries involved is
often a cumbersome and bureaucratic process, which frequently makes the conduct of several
fragmented procedures - neglecting the joint character of the degree - the more practical
solution.

In order to dismantle an important obstacle to the development of joint programmes, the
expert group proposes to establish an agreed European Approach for the Accreditation of Joint
Degrees, based on the ESG' and QF-EHEA. The group recommends that ministers make
appropriate commitments to facilitate the recognition of accreditation decisions and, thus, to
promote single accreditation procedures based on the European Approach.

The expert group proposes that the BFUG recommend that ministers:

e adopt the European Accreditation Approach for Joint Degrees (described in part 4 of
this document); and

e commit to fully recognise accreditation decisions of EQAR-registered agencies that
were made in line with the European Approach.

1. Mandate
In the Bucharest Communiqué (April 2012), ministers agreed on the following:

~We will allow EQAR-registered agencies to perform their activities across the EHEA, while
complying with national requirements. In particular, we will aim to recognise quality
assurance decisions of EQAR-registered agencies on joint and double degree programmes.

(..)

1
Before adoption the European Approach for Accreditation of Joint Degrees will need to be revised in order to take account of
the revised ESG. This is likely to be only a question of wording.
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We encourage higher education institutions to further develop joint programmes and
degrees as part of a wider EHEA approach. We will examine national rules and practices
relating to joint programmes and degrees as a way to dismantle obstacles to cooperation
and mobility embedded in national contexts.”

The Bologna Follow-Up Group (BFUG) consequently included in its work programme 2013-
2017 the task to:

“Develop a policy proposal for a specific European accreditation approach for Joint
programmes, which should be applied to all those Joint programmes that are subject to
compulsory programme accreditation at national level.”

The BFUG commissioned a small expert group to draft such a policy proposal, and to report
back to the BFUG Working Groups on “Structural Reforms” and “Mobility and
Internationalisation”.

The expert group was composed of:

Mark Frederiks (Structural Reforms WG, The Netherlands)
Achim Hopbach (Structural Reforms WG, ENQA)
Andrejs Rauhvargers (Reporting WG, Latvia)

Colin Tlck (Structural Reforms WG, EQAR)

The present recommendation was prepared by the expert group and revised after discussion
by the BFUG Working Groups on “Structural Reforms” (at its meeting of ***) and “Mobility
and Internationalisation” (at its meeting of ***),





2) Introduction

Joint programmes are set up to enhance the mobility of students and staff, to facilitate mutual
learning and cooperation opportunities and to create programmes of excellence. Joint degrees
express the jointness also in the awarding of the degree.

While in the EHEA the political will to increase the number of joint programmes and joint
degrees is evident through various Ministerial Communiqués, the implementation of these
initiatives is still hampered by serious problems.

A significant amount of these problems concentrate around issues of recognition and quality
assurance (QA). These problems are mainly rooted in the different national legislations in the
EHEA and the existing heterogeneity of QA systems in the countries concerned.? In the case
of joint degrees there are still countries whose legislation does not allow awarding joint
degrees at all.

A number of projects have been initiated to investigate and tackle problems with setting up,
quality assuring and recognising joint programmes. An overview of current projects can be
found in Annex 6 of the BRIDGE Handbook>. Important steps forward regarding the
recognition of joint degrees have been made through the development of the European Area
of Recognition (EAR) Manual*, and a report by ENIC-NARICs on fair recognition of joint
degrees as an outcome of the ECA project “Joint programmes: Quality Assurance and
Recognition of degrees awarded” (JOQAR)®.

Definitions

There is often confusion in the use of terminology regarding joint programmes and degrees.
To make it clear from the outset what types of programmes are addressed by this
recommendation a definition of the term ‘joint degree’ and of related terms is provided. These
definitions are in line with Bologna policy documents and are being used, for instance, by the
ENIC-NARICs®.

Joint programme:

An integrated curriculum coordinated and offered jointly by different higher education
institutions and leading to double/multiple degrees or a joint degree.

Joint degree:

A single document awarded by higher education institutions offering the joint
programme and nationally acknowledged as the recognised award of the joint
programme.

Multiple degree:

Separate degrees awarded by higher education institutions offering the joint
programme attesting the successful completion of this programme. (If two degrees are
awarded by two institutions, this is a 'double degree').

2 ENQA (2012), Quality Assurance of Joint Programmes (ENQA workshop report 19)
3 Luca Lantero (ed.) (2012), BRIDGE Handbook. Joint programmes and recognition of joint degrees.
4 http://www.eurorecognition.eu/
5 Axel Aerden & Jenneke Lokhoff (2013), Framework for Fair Recognition of Joint Degrees, ECA Occasional Paper, The Hague.
For a description and outcomes of the JOQAR project see: http://www.ecaconsortium.net/main/projects/jogar
6 Axel Aerden & Hanna Reczulska (2012), Guidelines for Good Practice for Awarding Joint Degrees. ECA Occasional Paper, The
Hague, p. 33-40: 2013.
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Hence, the common characteristic of joint programmes is that they are offered jointly whilst
the degree awarding can be different (double/multiple or joint). Joint degrees are therefore a
specific subset of joint programmes, as it applies only to those joint programmes that lead to
the award of a joint degree. These distinctions are important because the consequences for
the accreditation and/or approval of the various types of joint programmes differ significantly.

Numbers

In 2009 the number of joint programmes was estimated by Rauhvargers et al (2009) to be
around 2,500 in the EHEA’. As a consequence the actual number may now be above 3,000. In
a survey results report by Obst et al (2011)® it was found that 84% of responding higher
education institutions offered joint programmes. Thirty three per cent of the responding
higher education institutions were involved in awarding joint degrees.

Many more joint programmes could, however, be provided as joint degrees if national
legislation, accreditation and recognition practices would become more suitable for awarding
joint degrees. This recommendation aims to serve as one step in dismantling these existing
obstacles.

3) Current Practices of Accreditation of Joint Degrees

Already in the early days of joint programmes, it became clear that in particular joint degrees
challenge the existing national quality assurance systems: more than one provider develop
and offer a joint programme which is studied at more than one institution in more than one
country with different political and legal frameworks and not least with differing quality
assurance regimes. The European quality assurance agencies accepted this challenge and
made a great effort in the last years to analyse the specific issues of quality assurance in joint
programmes. When accrediting joint degrees several approaches to these procedures have
been established in the past years: national, joint or single procedures. Accreditation of joint
degrees (i.e. accreditation of those joint programmes that lead to the award of a joint degree)
is not necessarily different from the accreditation of joint programmes. As a consequence, the
distinction between national, joint and single accreditation procedures as discussed in this
section is similar for both joint programmes and joint degrees.

Several National accreditation procedures

Several national agencies from the countries of the higher education institutions involved
accredit a joint degree in separate procedures. Traditionally, each agency reviews only the
part of the provision offered by the higher education institution(s) in the country that falls
under the agency's remit. As a consequence, the assessment of the provision is fragmented
(between different agencies and countries), which neglects the crucial characteristic of the
programme, namely that it is offered jointly. Furthermore, several agencies and experts
review parts of the programme, but the programme as a whole is not evaluated externally.
From a viewpoint of quality (and of the students enrolled) the accreditation of a joint degree
should cover the totality of the programme that leads to awarding the joint degree.

7 Andrejs Rauhvargers, Cynthia Deane & Wilfried Pauwels (2009), Bologna Process Stocktaking Report. Report from working
groups appointed by the Bologna Follow-up Group to the Ministerial Conference in Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve.

8 Daniel Obst, Matthias Kuder & Clare Banks (2011), Joint and Double Degree Programs in the Global Context, Institute of
International Education.

4





Joint accreditation procedure

In a joint accreditation procedure several agencies work together and agree on a common
assessment framework, e.g. by taking one agency’s framework and adding additional
elements of the other agency/-ies, or by agreeing on a new framework which takes the
requirements of all agencies into account.

They can jointly install a panel of experts who will commence a site visit at one location
(although in practice visits at two or more locations also occur) resulting in one panel report
(although sometimes reporting requirements are so different that two reports are written).

Whilst joint procedures have the advantages that they look at the totality of the programme
and avoid duplication in national procedures, there are also some setbacks. Experience shows
that, especially when agencies cooperate for the first time, comparing frameworks and
agreeing on the specifics of the procedure mean quite an investment in time for agencies,
experts and the institutions involved. Nearly for every programme a new process heeds to be
established on an ad-hoc basis, depending on the institutions and countries involved, as there
is no standard process. If several locations are visited or multiple reports written, the
reduction of costs and efforts is limited.

In addition, problems in the decision-making phase may loom if the agencies attach different
conclusions to the results of the joint procedure. It is possible that the cooperating agencies
take different accreditation decisions which may be detrimental for both the institutions and
the future cooperation between the agencies.

Single accreditation procedure

In a single accreditation procedure there is only one agency and one assessment framework
for carrying out the procedure. The framework consists of two building blocks: the European
shared component (the “core”) and the relevant national components (the “plus”).

The European shared component covers the essential standards and criteria that need to be
taken into account in all single accreditation procedures, and is based on the ESG and the QF-
EHEA. The national components cover additional, particular national requirements. These
national components include the elements of the assessment criteria and/or the assessment
procedure that need to be included in an accreditation procedure in a specific national higher
education system. One panel is deployed for the assessment of the entire programme and this
panel will usually only visit one location of the joint degree.

Nevertheless, the aim is that the results of a single procedure are accepted by all countries
where the joint degree is provided. Therefore, the panel writes one report which should be the
basis for the accreditation decisions of the other agencies.

Lessons Learnt

Today one can rely on ample experience with quality assurance of joint programmes in
general and accreditation of joint degrees in particular. Two main lessons learnt are as
follows:

In principle, part II of the ESG is applicable to accreditation of joint degrees. Experience
clearly shows that the conduct of QA of joint programmes and joint degrees in itself does not
constitute the problem many HEIs are facing in the accreditation of joint degrees. ESG are
applied widely in the EHEA and national specificities in the conduct of accreditation procedures
are within acceptable boundaries.
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What remains the major impediment for both cooperating institutions and agencies are rather
the national regulations for approval of the different joint degrees and, thus, the additional
national criteria that need to be applied. This is the clear outcome of the above mentioned
JOQAR, the most profound project on accreditation of joint degrees.

Remaining Obstacles

Various evaluations of accreditations of joint degrees led to a positive conclusion on the use of
shared European standards and criteria (based on ESG and QF-EHEA).

With regard to the additional national criteria it was concluded that these should be removed
when assessing joint programmes in single accreditation procedures. Agencies and experts
agreed that these additional national criteria were not suitable for assessing joint programmes
and are merely hindering the development of such programmes.®

The following examples can be given of such additional, national requirements that currently
constitute obstacles in common assessment procedures for joint degrees. The list is based on
the JOQAR project, which covered 9 countries from the EHEA: Belgium (Flanders), Czech
Republic, France, Germany, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland and Portugal.

e National QA agencies which are not allowed to coordinate an international procedure
or undertake a site visit abroad (although the coordinating institution that provides the
joint degree is located in another country)

e Substantial changes that have occurred since the last accreditation (curriculum,
subjects, staff, etc.), must be stated and described in the reaccreditation application
(Czech Republic)

e The assessment report (expert report) has to be translated in the national language
(Lithuania)

e A specific assessment scale is necessary:

o This translated document needs to follow the six areas included in the
Lithuanian framework and each of these six areas shall be assessed on a four-
point scale (Lithuania)

o The assessment panel needs to come to a general conclusion regarding the
joint programme. This general conclusion is either unsatisfactory, satisfactory,
good or excellent and needs to be weighted and substantiated (The
Netherlands)

e Specific requirements regarding handicapped students and equal opportunity
(Germany)

e Formal requirements regarding ECTS:

o A Master’s qualification requires 300 ECTS credits including the preceding
programmes for the first qualification for entry into a profession (Germany)

o Second cycle studies take at least 90 ECTC (Poland)

9 Thomas Blanc de la Carrere and Mark Frederiks (2013), “Single Accreditation of Joint Programmes: Pilots Evaluation Report”,
ECA, The Hague.
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o

The number of ECTS credits attributed to the joint master’s programme must
be in the range from 90 to 120 credits (Portugal)

The Master’s dissertation should range from 15 to 30 ECTS credits (Germany),

the curriculum should include an original dissertation or project, worth at least
35% of the total number of credit units (e.g. 42 credits in a programme of 120
credits) (Portugal) - as can easily be seen, these requirements are
contradictory.

A module is generally concluded with one examination and should account for
at least five ECTS credits (Germany)

Specific requirements regarding the curriculum (Lithuania): a semester should
consist of not more than 5 subjects (with a minimum of 3 ECTS per subject).
This poses a problem if a programme wants to offer e.g. 6 subjects with 5
ECTS in a semester.

e Specific requirements regarding staff:

(e]

The joint programme has its ,guarantee®™(coordinator) at the Czech partner
institution. This refers to a professor or an associate professor who is a full-
time employee at the institution and not more than half-time employed at
some other institution and whose research and publishing activities are closely
connected to the specific joint programme?® (Czech Republic)

The study programme is provided by the staff meeting legal requirements
(Lithuania)

At least 50 per cent of the academic FTEs allotted to the provision (of the
part(s) that are provided by the Norwegian institution(s)) must be members of
the institution’s own academic staff. Of these, professors (full or associate)
must be represented among those who teach the core elements of the
provision'* (Norway)

The minimum core staff consists of at least six teachers which hold the
academic title of professor or doktor habilitowany and six teachers which hold
the academic degree of Ph.D (Poland)*?

The majority of the academic staff must hold a PhD degree (for a joint master’s
programme offered with a Portuguese university) or be a PhD holder or a
specialist (for a joint master’s programme offered with a Portuguese
polytechnic) (Portugal)

e Specific requirements regarding the achievement of learning outcomes*® (Flanders and
the Netherlands).

10 Note: If the professor/associate professor is employed at different institutions and the total time is more than 70hrs/week,
then s/he can be counted as a PhD holder, not a habilitated teacher.

11 For the different cycles specific demands apply: For first cycle provision, at least 20 per cent of the relevant discipline
community/-ies must have competence as professors (full or associate); For second cycle provision, at least 10 per cent of the
relevant discipline community/-ies must be full professors, and an additional 40 per cent associate professors; For third cycle
provision, PhD or stipend programme for artistic development work, at least 50 per cent of the relevant discipline community/-
ies must be full professors, and the rest associate professors.

12 The members of the minimum core staff have to be full-time employees of the higher education institution that offers the
joint programme, and at least since the beginning of the semester. This institution has to be their primary employment. Each
member of the minimum core staff has to teach at least 30 (for a professor or doktor habilitowany) or 60 hours of class during
the academic year and within the programme.
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Undoubtedly many more examples from other countries can be given. The list is not
exhaustive and presents only examples which can easily be complemented by examples from
other countries in the EHEA.

Specific national criteria are sometimes in contradiction with other national criteria, as can be
clearly seen in the case of different national ECTS requirements. Moreover, such very detailed
criteria — which sometimes only make sense within the national context - are very difficult to
evaluate for international experts. Although a few countries allow that these specific criteria
do not have to be applied if these are conflicting with criteria in other countries, this often
requires a separate administrative procedure and causes uncertainty for the institutions and
agencies involved. Some of the requirements significantly limit the flexibility that is
deliberately granted by what has been agreed in the Bologna Process (e.g. QF-EHEA), and are
thus difficult to justify, especially for joint programmes.

A second problem that remains unsolved is that accreditation decisions need to be taken in all
countries where the institutions that provide the joint degree are based, and where
programme accreditation is mandatory. Although a single accreditation procedure means that
these decisions can be taken on the basis of one and the same assessment report, it still
requires multiple national administrative procedures to apply for accreditation by the
institutions involved. There is hence a risk that multiple accreditation decisions do not point in
the same direction.

In some countries accreditation decisions are of a binary nature (positive or negative) whilst
in other countries there are also other possibilities (e.g. conditional accreditation). This means
that in one country the decision could be conditional, whilst in another country it could be
either positive or negative, depending on how serious the shortcomings are perceived by that
national agency.

In addition, different accreditation periods apply, e.g. in some countries the accreditation is
valid for 6 years, in other countries accreditation periods may vary from 4 to 10 years. Variety
in the duration of accreditation makes it more difficult to plan single accreditation procedures.

13 The assessment panel should select, randomly and differentiated by marks achieved, fifteen students from a list of
graduates for the last two completed academic years. For each student selected, the panel examines the meaningful students’
work, including the completed and signed assessment forms.

8





4) Proposal for a European Accreditation Approach

In order to facilitate the accreditation of joint degrees and, thus, to dismantle one major
obstacle as requested in the Bucharest Communiqué, the expert group proposes in the
following sections a joint European approach for accreditation of joint degrees. The approach
is envisaged to enable joint degrees offered in the EHEA to be accredited by one quality
assurance agency in one single procedure, whereas the resulting decision should be valid in
all countries of participating HEIs.

This approach is directly applicable for accreditation of programmes that lead to a joint
degree. It therefore primarily covers countries in which programme accreditation is
mandatory. This is due to the fact that differing or conflicting procedures and requirements for
programme accreditation are the main obstacle with regard to quality assurance of joint
degrees.

HEIs from countries where programme accreditation is not required may make use of the
results of programme accreditation (carried out to fulfil the requirements applicable to their
partner HEIs from countries where programme accreditation is mandatory) in their internal
approval and monitoring processes for programmes (according to ESG 1.2).

For joint degrees that are offered only by HEIs from countries where programme accreditation
is not required the present approach may serve as a reference in setting up joint approval and
monitoring processes (see ESG 1.2) between the participating HEIs.

Likewise, for joint degrees that are offered by higher education institutions from both within
and outside the EHEA, the approach might either be used for the part of provision taking
place within the EHEA, or as a basis for agreeing a joint ad-hoc approach together with other
agencies from the non-EHEA countries involved. In general the standards and guidelines of
part II of the Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher
Education Area (ESG) are applied in the accreditation procedure of joint degrees. The criteria
are based on the ESG and the QF-EHEA. They take into account the distinctive feature of a
joint degree and specify the ‘standard’ approach accordingly. The procedure and criteria are
closely based on those developed and tested within the JOQAR project.

The European approach should be able to be applied by any EQAR-registered quality
assurance agency. The accreditation decision made by the agency should -dependent on the
national legal framework -come in force or be recognised in all countries where the
programme is offered (and that require programme accreditation). In line with the Bucharest
Communiqué, EHEA governments should therefore commit to recognise accreditation
decisions by EQAR-registered quality assurance agencies that have been made as a result of a
procedure in line with the following proposal and on the basis of the criteria proposed below.

A. Procedure for Accreditation of Joint Degrees in the EHEA

1. Self-Evaluation Report [ESG 2.4, 3.7]

The accreditation procedure is based on a self- evaluation report (SER) jointly submitted by
the cooperating institutions. The SER contains comprehensive information that demonstrates
the compliance of the programme with the criteria for accreditation of joint degrees.
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In addition the report contains relevant information about the respective national frameworks
of the cooperating institutions and the positioning of the programme within the national
higher education systems.

The SER focuses explicitly on the distinctive feature of the joint degree as a joint endeavour of
higher education institutions from more than one national higher education system.

2. Review Panel [ESG 2.4, 3.7]

The agency appoints a panel of at least four members that includes a mix of expertise in the
relevant subject or discipline related field(s) and in quality assurance in higher education. The
panel includes members with knowledge of the HE systems from each country of the HEIs
involved and the language(s) of instruction used. At least two nationalities from the
consortium providing the programme should be represented in the panel. Furthermore, the
panel should include at least one student.

The panel members combine their relevant subject or discipline related expertise with
international expertise and experience in order to be able to take into account the distinctive
features of a joint degree.

The agency ensures the impartiality of the experts and observes fairness towards the ap-
plying higher education institution. To this end, the institution has a right to object a panel
member on well-grounded reasons, but not a right to veto.

The Agency briefs the experts on the review activity, their specific role, and the concrete
accreditation procedure. The briefing focuses particularly on the distinctive features of a joint
degree.

3. Site Visit [ESG 2.4, 3.7]

The site visit shall enable the review panel to discuss the joint degree based on the self-
evaluation report and assess whether the programme complies with the criteria for
Accreditation of Joint Degrees in the EHEA.

The site visit should therefore include discussions with representatives of all cooperating
institutions and in particular the management of the institutions and the programme, the
staff, the students, and other relevant stakeholders such as alumni and the professional field.

Although the site visit should normally be restricted to one location, the provision at all
locations has to be taken into account. Communication tools like video-conferencing etc.
might be used as appropriate.

4. Review Report [ESG 2.5, 3.7]

The review panel will write a report which contains relevant evidence, analysis and
conclusions regarding the accreditation criteria. The report shall also contain
recommendations for developing the programme further. The review panel shall make a
recommendation for the accreditation decision.

The conclusions and recommendations shall particular pay attention to the distinctive features
of the joint degree.

The institutions shall have the opportunity to comment on a draft version of the review report
and request correction of factual errors.
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5. Accreditation Decision [ESG 2.3]

The Agency takes a decision on the basis of the review report and the recommendation,
considering the comments by the higher education institutions as appropriate. It declares or
denies the accreditation (with or without conditions), based on the Criteria for the
Accreditation of Joint Degrees in the EHEA. The accreditation decision may be supplemented
by recommendations.

The Agency gives reasons for its accreditation decision. This applies in particular for
accreditation decisions limited by conditions or negative decisions and for cases where the
agency deviates from the review panel’s conclusions.

6. Appeals [ESG 3.7]

The institutions have the right to appeal against the accreditation decision. The agency
therefore has in place a formalised appeals procedure.

7. Reporting [ESG 2.5]

The agency publishes the accreditation decision and the review report on its website. In case
the review process was not conducted in English at least English summary of the review
report and an English version of the accreditation decision including its reasons shall be
published.

8. Follow-up [ESG 2.6]

The agency agrees with the cooperating institutions a follow-up procedure to assess the
fulfilment of conditions - if applicable - and/or to evaluate the follow-up actions on
recommendations - if applicable.

9. Length of Accreditation/Periodicity [ESG 2.7]

Accreditation should be granted - if the decision is positive - for a period of 6 years.* This
should be clearly specified in the published decision. During the period of accreditation, the
agency should be informed about changes in the consortium offering the joint degree.

B. Criteria for Accreditation of Joint Degrees in the EHEA
1. Eligibility
1.1 Recognition

The institutions that award the joint degree are legally recognised as higher education
institutions and their respective national legal frameworks allow them to participate in this
joint degree.

1.2 Cooperation Agreement

The terms and conditions of the joint degree are laid down in a cooperation agreement. The
agreement will in particular cover the following issues:

14 A period of 6 years is widely applied in EHEA countries.
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e Denomination of the degree awarded in the programme

e Coordination and responsibilities of the partners involved regarding management and
financial organisation (including funding, sharing of costs and income etc.)

e Admission and selection procedures for students

e Mobility of students and teachers

e Examination regulations, student assessment methods, recognition of credits and
degree awarding procedures in the consortium.

1.3 The joint degree programme is offered jointly, involving all cooperating institutions. The
higher education institutions that award the joint degree are actively involved in offering the
curriculum.

2. Learning Outcomes

2.1 Level

The intended learning outcomes align with the corresponding level in the Framework for
Qualifications in the European Higher Education Area (FQ-EHEA).

2.2 Disciplinary field

The intended learning outcomes comprise knowledge, skills, and competencies in the
respective disciplinary field(s).

2.3 Achievement

The programme can demonstrate that the intended learning outcomes are achieved.
3. Study Programme [ESG 1.2]

3.1 Curriculum

The structure and content of the curriculum are fit to enable the students to achieve the
intended learning outcomes.

3.2 Credits

The European Credit Transfer System (ECTS) is applied properly and the distribution of
Credits is clear.

3.3 Workload

A joint bachelor programme amounts to a total student workload of not less than 180 and not
more than 240 ECTS-credits; a joint master programme amounts to a total of not less than
60 and not more than 120 ECTS-credits (credit ranges according to the FQ-EHEA).

4. Admission and Recognition

4.1. Admission and selection

The admission requirements and selection procedures are appropriate in light of the
programme’s level and discipline.

4.2. Recognition of qualifications and of periods of studies (including recognition of prior
learning) is applied in line with the Lisbon Recognition Convention and subsidiary documents.
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5. Learning, Teaching and Assessment [ESG 1.3]

5.1 Learning and teaching

The pedagogical concept corresponds with the intended learning outcomes. Learning and
teaching approaches applied take into account potential cultural differences of the students.

5.2 Assessment of students

The examination regulations and the assessment of the achieved learning outcomes
correspond with the intended learning outcomes. They are applied consistently among partner
institutions.

6. Student Support [ESG 1.5]

The student support services contribute to the achievement of the intended learning
outcomes. They take into account specific challenges of mobile students.

7. Resources [ESG 1.4]

7.1 Staff

The adequate implementation of the study programme is ensured with regard to the staff
(quantity, qualifications, professional and international experience).

7.2 Facilities
The facilities provided are sufficient and adequate in view of the intended learning outcomes
8. Transparency and Documentation [ESG 1.7]

Relevant information about the programme like admission requirements and procedures,
course catalogue, examination and assessment procedures etc. are well documented and
published by taking into account specific needs of mobile students.

9. Quality Assurance [ESG part 1]

The cooperating institutions apply joint internal quality assurance procedures in accordance
with part one of the Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher
Education Area.
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5) Proposal for the Yerevan Communiqué
The expert group proposes the following text for the Yerevan Communiqué:

We renew our commitment to dismantle obstacles to international cooperation between
higher education institutions and the development of joint degrees.

We adopt the European Approach for Accreditation of Joint Degrees as a means to facilitate
the external quality assurance of joint degrees that are subject to compulsory programme
accreditation. We commit to recognise accreditation decisions by EQAR-registered agencies
on joint degrees that were made in line with the European Approach.
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Task 1 - stocktaking

PhD program is training to do research through research and the research component of the second cycle should also be increased;

There is a growing number of Doctoral graduates for whom the available evidence points to a sustained labour market premium;

At the basis of a successful Doctoral program there is a strong supervision activity and reliable assessment methods. The new organisational models and the diversification of competencies at Doctoral level imply a change in the supervising role and in the composition of the supervising team;

Improving supervisors’ contribution is a process that should involve them in the first place;

Interdisciplinarity and transversal skills are means to open new research fields and technologies. Doctoral candidates should take advantage of them, even if differences exist depending on the kind of PhD programme chosen;

Recognition of interdiscplinarity in the academic world should be increased;

Critical mass, internationalization, employability are considered important aspects of a successful programme;

Taught courses, structured doctoral training and Doctoral schools are considered useful for employability;









Task 2 – mapping diversity

There are several kinds of Doctoral programs, including professional PhD, industrial PhD, international PhD;

Training modules during the Doctoral program and the duration of doctoral programmes seem very diversified and rarely corresponds to formal provisions. There are diversified interpretations on the status of doctoral candidates (students/employees);

There are several kinds of programmes with a second cycle degree admission requirement which are not sufficently cosidered. In depth analysis on possible connecting pathways and on their recognition is ongoing (UNESCO mapping initiative);









Task 4 - QA

There is a widespread support for the implementation of Salzburg Recommendations and for the Principles for Innovative Doctoral training all over Europe;

There is an increasing diversity in types of Doctoral programmes offered;

Doctoral training is becoming a consistent part of institutional strategies, with the identification of ad hoc management structures (such as Doctoral/Graduate Schools) for the Doctoral programmes offered;

Given the principle that a Doctoral programme is a training to do research based on original research, new elements are increasingly characterising them such as: structured training activities, organised mobility periods, attention given to transversal skills, and to employability outside academia, interdisciplinarity;

New expectations are arising on the role and support provided by supervisors and institutions (through Doctoral/ Graduate Schools);

Internal and external QA processes and procedures should always aim at quality enhancement and attention should be paid to avoid excessive burdening and the perception of “burocratisation” over HEIs;

The different national systems and programmes offered across the EHEA are very varied and this diversification should be considered as a richness of the EHEA and should be kept











Task 4 - QA

Set of ideas for ESG revision

Reference to Salzburg II, Principles and Bergen Communiquè;

Attention to language;

Internal QA: coherence between teaching/learning and research strategies and QA procedures, use of learning/training outcomes, attention to central element for a PhD programme (supervision, existence of a scientific committee, recognition of mobility, involvement of candidate in QA, assessment procedures)

External QA: encourage synergies between QA agencies for teaching and for research, ensure that SalzburgII, Principles and Bergen Comminuquè are taken into account in internal QA;

Presentation at BFUG









Task 5 - transparency

Main transparency tools considered:

QFs (see Task 2), further possible analisys on the use of sectoral framework for programme development;

Diploma Supplement: task force in the group to analyse in detail the template of DS and propose changes to make the guidelines for compilation of it suitable for the Doctoral programmes;

ECTS: support a “candidate centred” planning and to support the provision of relevant information, presence of taught courses and structured programmes.

Data bases and Programme presentation: definition of a common format to present information about programmes.









Task 5 - transparency

Set of ideas for ECTS revision:

Use of ECTS to describe the workload to achieve expected outcomes at the end of specific training/learning activities and transparency of assessment methods;

Recognition of mobility

Monitoring the distribution of the workload for the candidate between different activities

Certification of competencies for drop-out candidate.

The aim is to support with guidelines the HE system are already implementing ECTS (or are in the process to) but NOT to recommend their use in Doctoral studies.









Task 6 – internationalisation and mobility

Internationalization is considered an important aspect of a successful Doctoral programme;

Mobility enhances employability and career prospects if realized inside an institutional framework and embedded in the Doctoral programme;

There is lack of reliable data on Doctoral candidate mobility and countries of the EHEA should define a common standard to map international mobility of their Doctoral candidates;

Ministers should confirm their commitment to eliminating existing barriers to the award of joint and double degrees and the establishment of joint doctoral programmes;

More discussions on balanced mobility and tools for internationalisation will take place at the next meeting in Madrid (22nd and 23rd October) in a joint session with M&I WG









Task 7 - employability

Diversified Doctoral program and diversification of skills (Communication, negotiation, management) increase employability of PhD Graduate;

Potential employers are not always aware of the skills of a PhD holder in term of flexibility and ability of approaching complex problems;

Critical mass and employability are an important aspects of a successful PhD programme;

Taught courses, structured doctoral training, Doctoral schools are useful for employability;

Mobility enhances employability and career prospects if realized inside an institutional framework and embedded in the Doctoral programme

More discussion to take place at the WG meeting in Madrid









Task 3 and task 8 – link between 2 and 3 cycle, funding

Reflection is starting... Main concepts:

Analysis of «honour courses» and graduate schools;

Good practices for RPL;

How to increase the research dimension in the second cycle;

How to improve funding management for Doctoral studies

Incentives to reforms

Is there enough money put into Doctoral studies?









Task «AOB»

Definition of rights and duties of the doctoral candidate

Definition of the reporting methodology: not all of our tasks fall under SWG, report specific on the III cycle?

Proposals and contributions to the development of the stocktaking questionnaire
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TOWARD A REPORT BY THE STRUCTURAL REFORMS WORKING GROUP TO THE BFUG



Discussion document by the Co-Chairs of the Structural Reforms Working Group









Item X




INTRODUCTION



The Structural Reforms Working Group (SRWG) is expected to submit a draft report to the BFUG in fall 2014.  While the Co-Chairs consider that it has been useful for the SRWG to have had two initial meetings with a relatively free discussion of different aspects of its mandate - including a focus on transparency instruments at its second meeting - and while the third meeting of the SRWG will include a more in-depth discussion of qualifications frameworks, the Co-Chairs also consider it essential that the work of the SRWG from now on focus on developing its report to the BFUG.

The present document aims to sketch an outline of the report as well as a timetable for developing it.  A sketch of the proposed outline of the report, discussed in some detail in the present document, will be found in Appendix 1, whereas a sketch of the information required for each issue (see “Information required” below), will be found in Appendix 2.

The report by the SRWG will constitute the main EHEA document on structural reform in the 2012 – 15 work program. It should as far as possible cover the areas listed in the terms of reference of the SRWG while keeping in mind that, on the one hand, the terms of reference are very extensive and, on the other hand, the need to see the four main policy areas covered by the terms of reference in context.

The SRWG is the only working group with more than one sub-group.  Each of the sub-groups should contribute to the report of the SRWG. This may raise some challenges in terms of timing but will also contribute greatly to the content of the report.



POLICY AND IMPLEMENTATION

One topic of discussion has been the balance between policy considerations and recommendations, on the one hand, and reporting on and identifying obstacles in the implementation of the structural reforms adopted within the EHEA so far, on the other hand.  An important issue here is the balance between the report of the three thematic working groups (structural reforms; mobility and internationalization; social dimension and lifelong learning) and the Implementation Working Group. It is important to avoid overlap and in particular to avoid asking countries and organizations to provide the same information twice to different groups. The SRWG Co-Chairs therefore recommend that the report by the Implementation WG be the main source for information on the state of implementation of structural reform and hence also on obstacles or concerns about the speed of implementation of specific aspects of structural reforms. 

Ideally, the information provided by the Implementation WG would provide a basis on which the SRWG could consider possible measures to improve implementation in areas where implementation is lagging behind. However, this would require that the report by the Implementation WG be available some time before the reports by the thematic working groups need to be submitted to the BFUG.  As we know, the opposite will be true: for the report by the Implementation WG to be based on as up to date information as possible, the first draft will not be available until early 2015.  The reports by the thematic working groups will therefore only to a limited extent be able to comment on the implementation of their respective policy areas, at least to the extent these comments should built on recent data.  It may, however, be possible to discuss possible recommendations on implementation with the Co-Chairs of the Implementation Working Group some time in spring 2014.



INFORMATION REQUIRED

The Co-Chairs are concerned that the main issues covered by the report be presented coherently and that, without wanting to impose a too rigid scheme, they follow the same outline. For each issue, it is therefore suggested that the description follow the following outline:



Concept

What is the concept covered? Is the concept clear or is there a need for the EHEA, at the competent level (Ministers, BFUG, Working Group, as the case may be) to clarify the concept?



Description

A brief description of the issue and how it relates to structural reform, as well as of the level(s) (EHEA, regional, national, institutional) concerned.



Issue

What is the direct issue that needs to be addressed? What is the problem and why is it a part of the report?



Solution(s)/Recommendation(s)

What does the SRWG recommend in response to the issue? This may not only be an issue of “what?” but also of “who?”, “how?” and “by when?” 

An obviously fictitious example would be a recommendation to the effect that “all EHEA members rewrite their national qualifications framework in broad consultations with all stakeholders by the end of 2015”.  A perhaps not-so-fictitious example may be to propose that all EHEA members submit plans by the July 2016 (i.e. a good year after the next Ministerial conference) for how they intend to fulfill the commitment made in Berlin to issue the Diploma Supplement automatically, free of charge and in a widely spoken language, including a timetable for when this commitment will be fulfilled. 



A FIRST OUTLINE OF THE REPORT

In the following, we will seek to provide a first outline of the report and to indicate what could be the main content of each part.  We do not at this stage seek to provide any extensive outline of specific issues or to suggest recommendations. As mentioned, a skeleton outline is provided for reference in Appendix 1.



Introduction

The introduction should describe the context of the report.  This would include a description of the SRWG terms of reference (which should also be appended to the report in extenso) as well as of the four sub-groups and the relationship of the sub-groups to the SRWG.  The introduction should make the point that contributions from the sub-groups have been included in the report. It might be considered whether more extensive reports form the sub-groups will be made available electronically, in which case the SRWG report should include the reference to the web sites.  This is ultimately an issue for the BFUG to decide.

It is important to note that the overarching goal of the SRWG – as of the three other working groups is to develop the EHEA further. The achievement of that objective requires structural reforms in the participating countries in all four major policy areas covered by the SRWG. The structural reforms have to be coherent and they need to be implemented properly and timely. However, we know - e.g. from the seminar on the 2nd cycle and from briefings by the third cycle working group - that a broad diversity will continue to exist with regard to qualifications frameworks and quality assurance. The report should therefore also point to how to deal with diversity and to how we could make the diversity more transparent. That can be included in the transparency issue but that can also be included in the recommendations part of each area (QF, QA, recognition). 

The report will also need to acknowledge that higher education worldwide is undergoing many changes and that many of those changes will have a (structural) impact on our higher education systems.  MOOCs may be the most obvious example of this. The report cannot fully explore the impact of these changes, in part because it already has terms of references that are both extensive and specific and in part because many of these developments are still in the making. The report could, however, make the point that the EHEA needs to follow developments closely also in the 2015 – 18 work period and that it may wish to reflect on what the impactions of some of the developments may be on the very concept of an education system.

The introduction would need to note that two important, specific areas of structural reform – the revision of the ESG and the pathfinder group on automatic recognition - lie outside of the remit of the SRWG.  Whether some reference should be made to one or both initiatives in the report will need to be assessed toward the end of the period. The SRWG will be expected to – and will expect to – comment on both initiatives at some stage.

The introduction should also provide a brief background by referring to the main work on structural reforms in the EHEA so far and it should in particular refer to the reports by the working groups on recognition, qualifications frameworks and transparency instruments to the Bucharest ministerial conference. It should also note that policy developments in quality assurance have for the most part been driven by the E 4 group as well as, more recently, by EQAR.

The introduction should also make the point that structural reforms have been a major part of the EHEA agenda –as well as of the public image of the EHEA – so far.  Many structures have been reformed and even if some work remains before all countries have developed e.g. national qualifications frameworks compatible with the QF-EHEA and national quality assurance agencies operating in full accordance with the ESG and qualified for membership of ENQA and/or EQAR, the main challenge over the coming years will nevertheless be to ensure that the reformed structures are implemented.  This could be illustrated by the fact that national implementation of the Lisbon Recognition Convention through policies and practice for fair recognition is highly uneven and that many public countries (and institutions) have yet to deliver on the commitment made by Ministers in Berlin to issue the Diploma Supplement automatically, free of change and in a widely spoken language by 2005. 

Not least, the introduction should make the point that one important reason for establishing a working group on structural reforms, replacing the working groups on specific policy areas in the previous work programs, was that the BFUG felt a need to see structural reforms in context and to assess how the four main policy areas influence each other.  In this respect, the introduction should also refer to an elaborate on the considerations outlined in its terms of reference:

“The Working Group should consider structural reforms in relation to the major purposes of higher education:

· Preparing for employment;

· Preparing for life as active citizens in democratic societies;

· Personal development;

· The development and maintenance of a broad, advanced knowledge base;



as well as the three missions:



· teaching and learning; 

· research; 

· service to society.  



It should further be guided by the following policy considerations:



· Students, employers and society at large want more objective, reliable and high quality information about higher education;

· There is an increasing societal expectation of Higher Education Institutions that they enhance the employability of graduates and provide students with skills relevant to the labour market;

· There is a need to adapt the Bologna goals and instruments for structural reforms to the ever changing context of higher education and of our societies and to the evolving needs within the EHEA;

· There is a need to build trust and confidence in higher education;

· The relationship between the structural reforms developed within the EHEA and their impact on other regions needs to be considered;

· There is a need for a more supportive environment for academic staff and students;

· Higher Education needs to contribute to Lifelong Learning.”



Finally, the introduction should explain that the report will first consider each major policy area separately and then consider the relationship between them.



POLICY AREAS

For each of the four policy areas, the SRWG should identify specific issues that should be covered by the report and on which the SRWG may want to give recommendations.  In the report, these should be covered according of the outline given under “Information needed” above.  

In the discussion below, a cross reference to the specific tasks listed in the ToR is provided where relevant.  The first of these tasks (Consider and make recommendations on specific issues of policy and practice related to quality assurance, qualifications frameworks, recognition of qualifications and transparency instruments and their mutual interaction) as well as tasks 14  - 17[footnoteRef:1] are relatively general and will therefore be covered by the report as a whole. Some policy issues will nevertheless be included in the discussion elbow with reference to the first specific task of the ToR. As will be shown, some tasks may not warrant separate mention in the final report.  They are nevertheless referred to here, mostly under “overarching issues”, to ensure that no part of the specific tasks is overlooked. The SRWG may need to assess whether the recommendations should aim broadly or rather focus on a more limited number of issues. [1:  These are:
As appropriate, commission research to support its work;
Maintain contact with and, as needed, oversee the work of any sub groups established to address specific aspects of structural reforms;
Advice the BFUG on any issues referred to it by the BFUG;  
Submit proposals to the 2015 Ministerial conference, through the BFUG, aiming to improve the coherence of the structural reforms within the EHEA.
] 




The issues listed below are ordered according to policy area and within each area according ot the number of the specific task as listed in the ToR.  The order should therefore not be read as an indication of relative importance or preference.



Quality assurance

Common principles of quality assurance to be applied across HE and VET (ToR no. 4)

One of the recommendations by the Irish Presidency conference held in Dublin on March 12 – 13, 2013 was that the EQF Advisory Group and the BFUG working group on Structural Reforms, in co-operation with ENQA and EQAVET, review and make proposals to strengthen the common principles of quality assurance to be applied across HE and VET.  A first exchange of views will be held with the EQF Advisory group during the joint session on September 25.



Comment on the draft amendments to the revised ESG (ToR no. 10)

This task will need to be considered in the light of the BFUG thematic debate on November 7 – 8 and it may or may not be a part of the SRWG report.  Even if this point is included in the report, the SRWG will most likely need to comment on the draft separately, very possibly at its meeting on December 9 – 10, 2013.



EQAR-registered quality assurance agencies operating in countries other than their countries of origin (ToR no. 13)

The SRWG could, possibly on the basis of information provided by EQAR, give an overview of countries in which assessments by “non-national” agencies is accepted and the scope of the decisions by EQAR-registered agencies which are recognized as of a date to be decided, probably in summer 2014.  The SRWG may wish to reiterate the basic principle that such assessments should be accepted and outline steps that competent public authorities could take in this sense.  It may wish to suggest wording for the Yerevan Communiqué on this point.



Qualifications frameworks

The place of short cycle qualifications in the QF-EHEA (ToR no. 1 and the 2012 report by the Working Group on Qualifications Frameworks)

When Ministers adopted the QF-EHEA in Bergen in 2005, they acknowledged that countries may include short cycle qualifications within the first cycle in their national frameworks but declined to make specific provision for short cycle qualifications within the QF-EHEA. Since 2005, short cycle programs have gained prominence in many countries and the EQF, adopted in 2008, includes a level 5, which is normally the level to which short cycle qualifications, whether in higher education or VET, are referenced.   The SRWG may therefore wish to consider recommending that short cycle qualifications be explicitly included in the QF-EHEA.  It should be emphasized that a recommendation to this effect would not oblige countries to include short cycle qualifications in their national frameworks nor should this be an element of the stock taking exercise. It would, however, acknowledge the de facto importance of short cycle qualifications in many countries within the EHEA.



Referencing of access qualifications (ToR no. 1 1 and the 2012 report by the Working Group on Qualifications Frameworks)

The referencing of school leaving qualifications giving access to higher education has been identified as a major challenge to the usefulness of the overarching frameworks. As pointed out in the 2012 report by the Working Group on Qualifications Frameworks, if some school leaving qualifications are referenced against EQF level 5, the logical implications would be that school leaving qualifications from countries in which they are referenced against level 4 would not be fully recognized for access and, conversely, that countries referencing their access qualifications against EQF level 5 would expect these to be recognized for credits toward a frit degree as they would de facto be considered to be at the level of short cycle qualifications.  Should these not be the expected consequences, there would be no logical basis for the referencing. In principle, there would therefore be good reason for the SRWG to make a recommendation on this issue. However, there now seems to be a constructive dialogue on the issue within the EQF framework and it is important not to make recommendations that might upset this dialogue.  The SRWG should therefore reserve judgment on whether to make a recommendation until a relatively late stage of its work – but it should keep the possibility open. 



Third cycle qualifications (ToR no. 8)

This part of the report should be developed on the basis of suggestions by the relevant sub-group.



Implementation of qualifications frameworks (ToR no. 8)

This part of the report should be developed on the basis of suggestions by the relevant sub-group.





Recognition



Review national legislation to fully comply with the Lisbon Recognition Convention and promote the use of the EAR-manual to advance recognition practices (ToR no. 1 and the Bucharest Communiqué)

This is possibly an area where research could be commissioned (see overarching issues, below) or where the ENIC and NARIC Networks could be asked to provide a contribution. The analysis of the 2007 national action plans for recognition[footnoteRef:2] clearly identify discrepancies between what countries have committed to through the Bologna Process and the actual state of implementation, including when it comes to adapting national legislation of the only legally binding text of the EHEA. [2:  Rauhvargers, Andrejs and Agnese Rusakova (2010).  Improving recognition in the European Higher Education Area: an analysis of national action plans Strasbourg Council of Europe Publishing Council of Europe higher education series no.12] 




The use of qualifications frameworks to improve fair recognition (ToR, no. 3)

Qualifications frameworks should provide clear answers to some of the questions credentials evaluators would normally ask about a foreign qualification, notably about quality, level and workload, and should also be helpful in assessing learning outcomes. The Lisbon Recognition Convention Committee adopted a new subsidiary text to the Convention on this topic in June 2013[footnoteRef:3]. The SRWG may wish to consider how this Recommendation could best be implemented and how recognition policies could be further developed.  It may wish to ask the Network of national correspondents for qualifications framework to consider this issue at its meeting in November 2013. [3:  http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/highereducation/Recognition/DGIIEDUHE(2012)14%20Rev09%20FINAL%20-%20LRC%20Supplementary%20Text%20on%20the%20Use%20of%20QFs%20ENGLISH.asp#TopOfPage ] 






Recognition of prior learning (ToR no. 8)

This part of the report should be developed on the basis of suggestions by the relevant sub-group.



Automatic recognition (Pathfinder group)

The issue of automatic recognition is under the remit of the pathfinder group, which will report directly to the BFUG. As with the revision of the ESG, the SRWG may nevertheless be invited to comment on the proposal, either separately or as a part of its report.





Transparency

Diploma Supplement (ToR no. 1)

The Diploma Supplement is a transparency instrument under the Lisbon Recognition Convention as well as a part of Europass.  There are at least two potential issues linked to the Diploma Supplement.  

The first is that in spite of ministers having committed to issuing the Diploma Supplement automatically, free of charge and in a widely spoken language by 2005, 8 years later this is still far from being a reality in the EHEA – and it seems likely this will also be the case in 2105, 10 years after this commitment should have been honored.  The SRWG may therefore wish to consider a recommendation on how countries can now live up to their commitment; e.g. by recommending that countries submit plans and timetables for implementation.

The other issue is whether the Diploma Supplement should be reconsidered in the light of developments since it was adopted in the late 1990s.  These developments include a stronger emphasis on learning outcomes, the development of national qualifications frameworks compatible with the QF-EHEA and the/or the EQF, and a much stronger emphasis on external quality assurance, including the development of ENQA and EQAR and the adoption of the ESG.   On the other hand, due account should be taken of the fact that because the Diploma Supplement was developed jointly by three international institutions in two different formal settings, as described above, modifying it will be an elaborate process in which, as far as the Lisbon Recognition Convention is concerned, the next opportunity would be the meeting of the Convention Committee in 2016. A recommendation at the ministerial conference in 2015 would therefore be timely but work on a revision would need to be launched earlier. The procedures for adopting a revised version within the EU system would need to be clarified – it is clear that neither body (the EU or the Lisbon Recognition Convention Committee) can adopt a revised Diploma Supplement without the consent of the other.





Improve transparency instruments for describing individual qualifications as well as higher education systems (ToR no. 5)

The terms of reference make specific reference to the Diploma Supplement and the ECTS, the latter of which will at least in part be covered by the sub-group on the ECTS Users’ Guide.  More broadly, this task could be interpreted as making recommendations on how public authorities may, as a whole, make the information provide on their education systems more transparent.  The SRWG may also wish to consider what the role and responsibility of public authorities might be in ensuring that higher education institutions provide reliable and meaningful information to prospective students and their parents, to employers and to others who may want or need reliable information on higher education institutions and programs, including on the value and rights associated with their qualifications. The SRWG may also wish to consider how public authorities, higher education institutions and student groups may help make these groups ware of issues it is important to verify before committing to a program or employing someone on the basis a qualifications. The BFUG has been given the mandate to continue monitoring a number of other transparency tools which have been developed by different actors, also outside the realm of the Bologna Process, therefore the SRWG may wish to give an overview on this issue.







Review of the ECTS Users’ Guide (ToR no. 8)

This part of the report should be developed on the basis of suggestions by the relevant sub-group.





Overarching issues 



Learning outcomes (ToR no. 2)

Learning outcomes are an important element bringing the four main policy areas together. They represent a shift in focus from procedural considerations to considerations of what learners know, understand and are able to do on the basis of a qualification as well as of the attitudes they have developed in the course of their education. Ideally, a confirmation of learning outcomes, which would be linked to qualifications frameworks, be obtained in programs that have been quality assured and that would in themselves be an important part of the internal quality development in higher education institutions, and that would be described and assessed in transparent ways, will be a building block of the EHEA.  At the same time, it is clear that – like automatic recognition - this is very much a goal for the future and that much work is still required for this to become a reality. Much progress has been made and in some countries learning outcomes have become an integral part not only of policy discourse but also of higher education practice.  In other countries, however, a genuine understanding of learning outcomes is still not a part of the reality of higher education. The issue is particularly difficult because it touches on fundamental aspects of higher education culture and practice and a change of description does not automatically entail change of practice. A coherent development of learning outcomes may well be one of the fundamental challenges the EHEA will face over the next years and one that will decide whether the EHEA will be built not only on coherent structures but also on coherent implementation of structures.



Employability (ToR no. 7)

Like learning outcomes and the global dimension, employability is one of the overarching dimensions of structural reform – as well as of the agenda of the other working groups. In increasingly complex societies, advanced competences will be a prerequisite for most kinds of employment. The further development of Europe’s economy – and beyond that, of European societies – will therefore depend on higher education providing a basis for meaningful employment. Hence, the structures of the EHEA must further this goal, with implications for the quality of education, the framework and structures of qualifications, recognition and transparency. At the same time, the interpretation of “employability” must take account of the fact that employment requirements as well as the academic content of qualifications are likely to develop rapidly and that education serves a variety of purposes, including democratic citizenship and personal development.  The balance between subject specific and transversal competences, employers’ involvement in the development of study programs and structural changes, the transparent description of competences as well as study programs and education systems and the transferability and comparability of quality assessments are all likely to be part of the SRWG’s consideration of the issue.



The role of structural reform in furthering other policy areas (ToR no. 6)

This task may perhaps be best acquitted through contacts and discussions with the two other thematic working groups as well as with the Implementation Working group but it may be worth pointing out, at least in the introduction, what some of the implications structural reforms may be on other policy areas.  

As two obvious examples, education systems may, through their structures and regulations, make it easier for students to move within and between systems and to access various levels of higher education entirely or partly on the basis of non-formal qualifications – or they may impede such movement and access.   Juxtaposing information from the 2012 Implementation report, for example, shows that the countries in which the alternative learning paths are the least developed within their respective national systems are also the countries most likely to experience a sharp drop in the number of people of “classical student age” and whose institutions will hence face the most difficulties in recruiting students from within their own countries in the years to come[footnoteRef:4].   [4:  This point was made by David Crosier in his presentation to the annual conference of the European Access Network in Strasbourg on June 3 - 5, 2013.] 


Likewise, quality assurance, qualifications frameworks, recognition and transparency instruments all have the potential of making mobility easier – or more difficult.  However, it may be preferable to outline these broader political aspects of structural reform in the introduction or the final part of the report. 



Global dimension (ToR no. 7)

While the structural reforms are developed for the EHEA and its member countries, they have global implications both because EHEA members interact with countries outside of the EHEA and because the EHEA has given rise to very considerable interest in other parts of the world. This interest has given rise to the Bologna Policy Fora held end-on with the ministerial conferences in 2009, 201 and 2012 as well as the suggestion in the 2012 Policy Forum Statement that 

Regional exchanges and peer learning should strengthen the political commitments agreed at the Bologna Policy Fora, while also involving practitioners and representatives of the academic communities in a long term policy exchange. We agree that this policy cooperation should focus on specific topics and that it may in particular involve countries or regions which have expressed a particular interest in the topic at hand.

It is important for the EHEA that our structural reforms and the reasons that led to their development are understood in other parts of the world and it is equally important that EHEA members and consultative members are informed about and understand structural issues in other parts of the world.



Joint degrees and programs (ToR no. 9)

This part of the report should be developed on the basis of suggestions by the ad hoc group appointed by the BFUG on the joint proposal of the SRWG and the WG on Mobility and Internationalization. The proposals need to be coordinated with the latter and may be submitted either as a part of the SRWG report, of the report by the WG Mobility and Internationalization or separately.



Help identify and set priorities for peer learning activities (ToR no. 11)

This will be done annually though proposals to the BFUG and will not necessarily be covered in the report.



Organize, or stimulate the organization of, Bologna conferences, mini-seminars, peer learning activities and events on issues related to structural reforms (ToR no. 12)

This will be a brief part of the report, if included at all, and there is a clear link to several other specific tasks.



Commission research (ToR no. 14)

The SRWG may wish to do so – and would then also need to raise the funding required, e.g. through countries and organizations participating in the SRWG.  At its September meeting, the SRWG may wish to consider whether research could be commissioned in one or more policy areas; the self-certification and referencing of national qualifications frameworks might be one such area and the review of national legislation on recognition another.

To the extent research is commissioned, this may be mentioned in the report under the relevant policy area.





Structural reforms in the EHEA

In this concluding part of the report, the SRWG should discuss the relationship between the various policy areas, consider where specific policies have served to develop coherent structural reforms and where they may have worked at counter purposes.   In this part, the report should also seek to outline its broader recommendations for how structural reforms should develop over the next few years, most suitable up to 2020.  The recommendations should cover both content and methodology and should address the issue of how structural reforms might best be taken forward in the 2015 – 18 EHEA work program.





TIMETABLE AND METHODOLOGY FOR THE SRWG

As mentioned, the discussions of the SRWG should now focus on developing the report.  The Co-Chairs will aim to develop the draft report as discussion progress and in preparation for these. We will continue to meet at least once between every meeting of the SRWG and will also liaise with the chairs of the sub-structures as needed.

The SRWG meeting on September 24 – 25 will include substantial discussion on qualifications frameworks, in particular through the joint session with the EQF Advisory Group.

In the SRWG meeting on December 9 – 10, 2013, we will be able to take stock of the discussion of the draft revised ESG at the BFUG meeting in Vilnius on November 7 – 8. 

The SRWG should meet once or twice in spring 2014 and should finalize its draft report in September or early October 2014, depending on when the BFUG will meet in fall 2014.  As Co-Chairs, we have asked that this meeting be held relatively late in the semester in order to enable the three thematic working groups to finalize their reports.
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EHEA Working Group on Structural Reforms

Co-Chairs 3rd meeting, Rome, 8 July 2013

DRAFT MINUTES





List of participants:



		Sjur Bergan

		Co-Chair of the EHEA WG on SRs (CoE)



		Nöel Vercruysse

		Co-Chair of the EHEA WG on SRs (Belgium/Flemish Community)



		Padre Friedrich Bechina    

		Co-Chair of the EHEA WG on SRs (Holy See)



		Bartłomiej Banaszak

		Co-Chair of the EHEA WG on SRs (Poland)



		Margaret Waters

		European Commission



		Marzia Foroni 

		Co-Chair of the 3rd cycle ad-hoc WG (Italy)



		Raul Ranne

		Co-Chair of the RPL Network (Estonia)



		Marin Gross

		Co-Chair of the RPL Network (Estonia)



		Gayane Harutyunyan

		BFUG Secretariat



		Ani Hakobyan

		BFUG Secretariat









Padre Friedrich Bechina (Holy See) opened the meeting and welcomed the participants to the 3rd meeting of Co-Chairs of the WG on Structural Reforms. It was stressed that the purpose of the meeting was to better coordinate the work with the Chairs of the sub-structures under the mandate of the EHEA WG, i.e to get updates on the work of the sub-groups, try it identify the main issues in the their fields, to prepare the further work of the Structural Reforms WG, and finally to prepare report to be submitted to the Tbilisi BFUG Board meeting. 



REVIEW OF THE MEETING OF THE WORKING GROUP MAY 

The Co-Chairs shared their impressions on the second meeting of the EHEA WG on Structural Reforms and agreed that it was a rather difficult meeting in terms of finding common understanding of transparency concept. They also agreed that the WG needs to consider some of the aspects of transparency once again aiming to concentrate on the key issues to be covered in the final report of the WG. It was underlined that transparency of the diversity is to be achieved and elaboration of common template on the profiles of HEIs for the stakeholders is an issue to be solved. In addition few challenges were highlighted in relation to transparency, i.e. how to understand the concept of comparison, the relationship with ESG and data collection for employability.



The ad-hoc WG on the Third Cycle 

Marzia Foroni, the Co-Chair of the Ad-hoc WG on the 3rd cycle, updated participants on the activities carried out by the sub-group and the open issues that still need to be tackled. Furthermore the timeline of the WG meetings was introduced. Marzia Foroni also introduced the main conclusions of the mapping exercise and the areas which need further enhancement, in particular, the use of QFs, ECTS and Diploma Supplement in the 3rd cycle, the issue of QA in the 3rd cycle, the extent to which the cooperation with the ESG revision group should be undertaken. 

The following concerns were raised by the participants in the discussion after the presentation:

· The recognition of interdisciplinarity, particularly in the academic world as well as its increasing for the employability and research;

· Perception of the existing instruments such as ECTS, QFs as transparency tools in the 3rd cycle rather than regulative tools; 

· Making clearer the differentiation between the workloads of various PhD programmes and the extent to which these programmes should be research based;

· The status of doctoral candidates: clarifying the link between their status and rights, obligations  and the required workload of PhD candidates;

· Exploring the ways to make PhD candidates more self-employable in contrast to the other degree graduates;

· Lack of involvement of the labour market in designing PhD programmes and enhancement of synergies between the partners.

For more detailed information see the document below

[bookmark: _MON_1436267691]

The ad-hoc WG on the revision of the ECTS Users’ Guide-

Margaret Waters (EC) introduced the main rationale for setting up the revision group of the ECTS User’s guide and underlined that the accumulation function of ECTS has become even more significant than it used to be previously. The group intends to provide more guidance on programme design and teaching, learning and assessment and to shift to student-centred learning. For better articulation of LO use the group plans to publish on a website the range of various purposes it may serve for different stakeholders. It was stressed different misconceptions regarding the usefulness of the guide have arisen and the group is gathering the available information on existing misunderstandings to check the efficiency of the content of the revised guide.

In the discussion the following issues and concerns were raised. 

· The role of LO while designing ECTS credit allocation;

· The interlinkages of LO and transversal skills and the of assessment; 

· The communication between the RPL network and the ad-hoc group on the revision of ECTS User’s Guide;

· The role of QA in guaranteeing that the students have achieved required LO;



For more detailed information see the document below:

[bookmark: _MON_1436267759]



The Network of National Correspondents for Qualifications Frameworks

Sjur Bergan (CoE) introduced the meeting schedule of the network with the main purpose of the network and noted that many countries are at relatively advanced stages of  developing their national frameworks. It was stressed that one of the major concerns of the network is the lack of participation of the members seen during the last meetings. In order to improve the participation in the network purpose all BFUG members will be asked to ensure the presence of their national contact points to the upcoming meetings.



The Network of Recognition of Prior Learning (RPL)

Raul Ranne, the outgoing Co-Chair of the RPL Network, introduced the main tasks of the network and noted that the network is now in the process of elaborating strategies to overcome the barriers and challenges on RPL.  Furthermore he presented the timeline of the network meetings to be organised in 2013 and introduced the main policy areas identified by the network requiring further efforts i.e. data collection, access to HE, need to develop QA regulations/ common principles, development of recommendation of good practices.

During the discussion the following issues were raised:

· To define common goals of RPL on the EHEA level;

· To identify barriers to RPL;

· To explore the interlinkages of RPL and other Bologna tools as well as tp enhance the cooperation between RPL and other instruments developed within structural reforms, i.e. ECTS User’s Guide, ESG;

· To better articulate the importance of RPL in a policy forum with the help of concrete examples;

· To consider the challenge of the implementation of RPL in non EU countries;

· To explore the ways of overcoming the issue of trust in relation to RPL.



Raul Ranne also introduced Marin Gross, who will take over as Chair of the RPL Network.

For more detailed information see the document below:

[bookmark: _MON_1436267835]

Update on Bologna Pathfinder Group on Automatic Recognition, the revision of the ESG and the ad-hoc group on joint programs and degrees

This work is carried out independently of the Structural Reforms WG, with the partial exception of the ad hoc working group on joint programmes and degrees, which will report to both the SRWG and the working group on mobility and internationalization.  The activities are nevertheless of great importance to the SRWG, which will most likely be invited to comment on relevant proposals in due course.



Bologna Pathfinder Group on Automatic Recognition: Margaret Waters (EC) noted that the group has focused its work mainly on the system level and introduced the main activities the WG carries out, i.e. looking at the way different Bologna tools fit together in order to optimise them to make recognition more automatic as well as looking at the recognition processes in various countries. It was also noted that the group will soon shift its focus on HEIs and the way recognition processes and access/admission decisions are carried out within institutions.



Revision of the ESG and the Ad-hoc working group on joint programmes and degrees: Updates were provided on the current stage of developments and working structure of the corresponding sub-groups.



For more detailed information see the documents below:

[bookmark: _MON_1436267882][bookmark: _MON_1436268551][bookmark: _MON_1436268598]

THE FURTHER WORK OF THE GROUP 

The third meeting of EHEA WG on SRs will take place in Brussels, 24-25 September 2013. The WG will have a joint session with EQF Advisory Group (AG) in the afternoon of September 25 and a separate agenda has been prepared for this part of the meeting (see Annex 1). In the upcoming meetings EHEA WG on SRs will mainly concentrate on preparing the report. For this purpose next meeting of the Working group will concentrate on the discussion of the first outline of the report, will give a basis, will identify the main issues/obstacles within each policy area to be covered in the report trying to keep the the balance between policy considerations and recommendations, on the one hand, and reporting on and identifying obstacles in the implementation of the structural reforms adopted within the EHEA so far, on the other hand. The Co-Chairs also agreed that the transparency is still an area that should be considered in the further work of the WG as the EHEA WG on SRs. The main outcomes will be feed into the final report of the WG.

It was also suggested to have a meeting of the Co-Chairs in Vilnius after the BFUG meeting aiming to coordinate the further work of the WG as well as to clarify the scope of the issues to be tackled in the agenda of the WG next meeting to be held on 9 – 10 December 2013, Gent or Brussels. Regarding the further timetable of the WG it was stressed that the draft report is to be finalized in early fall 2014 hence it will be required for the WG held meeting once or possibly twice in spring 2014.



















Annex 1

JOINT MEETING OF THE EQF ADVISORY GROUP AND THE EHEA WORKING GROUP ON STRUCTURAL REFORMS



Brussels, September 25, 2013   14.30 – 18.00 hrs.

Venue: Centre Borschette, Room 1D (36 rue Froissart, B- 1040 Brussels)  (close to Place Schuman)

The EQF Advisory Group and the EHEA Working Group on Structural Reforms will hold their joint meeting on September 25, 2013, starting at 14.30 and ending by 18.00 hrs. The meeting will be chaired jointly by Ana Carla Pereira (European Commission) on behalf of the EQF Advisory Group and Sjur Bergan (Council of Europe) on behalf of the EHEA Working Group on Structural Reforms.



DRAFT AGENDA



1. OPENING OF THE MEETING (14.00)





2. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA  



Document:  References [this document]



3. INFORMATION ON THE EHEA WORKING GROUP ON STRUCTURAL REFORMS AND THE EQF ADVISORY GROUP

Documents: terms of reference of the EHEA Working Group on Structural Reforms 

Recommendation of the European Parliament and the Council on the European Qualifications Frameworks for lifelong learning



This item is intended to give a brief overview of the mandates of the EHEA Working Group on Structural Reforms and the on the EQF Advisory Group for the mutual benefit of the two groups. 



Introduction by one of the Co-Chairs of the Structural Reforms WG and the European Commission respectively







4. A EUROPEAN AREA FOR SKILLS AND QUALIFICATIONS (14.15)





Introduction by the European Commission.





5. QUALITY ASSURANCE AND QUALIFICATIONS FRAMEWORKS (15.00)



Documents: report from the Irish Presidency conference on quality assurance in qualifications frameworks, Dublin, March 12 – 13, 2013; 

European Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in Higher Education

Common Principles for Quality Assurance in Higher Education and Vocational Education and Training in the context of the EQF (Annex III of the EQF Recommendation)





Introduction by Ireland.





6. SHORT CYCLE QUALIFICATIONS IN THE OVERARCHING FRAMEWORKS (16.00)



Documents: Qualifications referenced to EQF level 5 (CEDEFOP, 2013, manuscript

2012 report by the EHEA Working Group on Qualifications Frameworks





Introduction by CEDEFOP.





7. REFERENCING AND SELF CERTIFICATION OF NATIONAL FRAMEWORKS AGAINST THE OVERARCHING FRAMEWORKS (16.45)



Documents: Criteria and procedures for referencing national qualifications levels to the EQF and self-certification against the QF-EHEA



2012 report by the  EHEA Working group on qualifications frameworks



Introduction by a member of either group with experience from several self-certification and referencing exercises.





8. QUALIFICATIONS FRAMEWORKS AND THE RECOGNITION OF QUALIFICATIONS (17.30)



Document: Recommendation adopted by the Lisbon Recognition Convention Committee in June 2012 [give exact title] and its explanatory memorandum



On the basis of the Recommendation adopted by the Lisbon Recognition Convention and their own experience, members of both groups are invited to explore how qualifications frameworks may be used to facilitate the fair recognition of qualifications.



Introduction by Carita Blomqvist, President of the Lisbon Recognition Convention Committee 2007 – 13.





9. ANY OTHER BUSINESS (17.50)
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