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QA thematic session

The BFUG QA thematic session was moderated by Sjur Bergan (CoE). In the beginning of the thematic session on QA, two presentations were delivered by ENQA and EQAR representatives, followed by discussions moderated by the Chair.

Mapping the implementation and application of the ESG (Map-ESG), Fiona Crozier, Chair of the Map-ESG Steering 

The Chair of the Map-ESG Steering gave a presentation of the project. More information can be found in the PowerPoint document below.
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The presentation underlined the most important ideas:
· The ESG should not dictate practice or be interpreted as prescriptive

· The Map-ESG project was chaired by ENQA and steered by the E4 (ENQA, ESU, EUA and EURASHE) group, assisted by an Advisory Group.
· Map-ESG will produce a report for the Ministerial Meeting in Bucharest. The ministers will then decide whether, and to what extent, the ESG should be changed.

· The report will be launched on 17 January 2012 in Copenhagen. It will include four interim reports from the E4 organisations as appendices, highlighting the points of convergence and divergence among the opinions within the E4, as well as the feedback received from the individual consultations.
· The Stocktaking report seems to imply that the ESG were less than fully implemented across the EHEA.
Each of the E4 members consulted its stakeholders to gather their views on the utility and applicability of the ESG and produced an interim report. The main findings of the consultation process were:

· There is little desire to revise the actual content, the principles included in the ESG. The envisaged improvement seems to be a clarification of the current document.
· Clarification of the terminology will be useful, possibly accompanied also by a glossary.
· The difference between a standard and a guideline should be clarified (e.g. 1.2&1.3, 2.3 and 3.2& 3.4).

· The scope seems to be considered appropriate by the majority, although there was encouragement by ESU to reflect the principles of the Bologna Process.

· There were tensions raised by the usage of the ESG as membership criteria for ENQA and EQAR: reference point versus checklist/ compliance tool;

· There is a strong preference for a principle-based approach (especially from EUA/ EURASHE), as the primary responsibility for QA lies with the institutions.
· More can be done to achieve consistency of application and mutual understanding of the ESG among all stakeholders.

The agreed conclusions of the final report highlighted the following:

· There is clear evidence of the positive impact of the ESG on QA within the EHEA;

· It is essential to maintain the generic principles and to ensure that the ESG are as widely applicable as possible.
· The scope is considered appropriate, but some encouragement was received for considering to what extent a revised ESG should reflect more overarching Bologna principles.
· The impact of the revisions on various stakeholders and EHEA countries that only recently had begun to implement the ESG should be taken into account.
The main recommendation for the ministers would be to mandate the E4 to analyze the ESG and to propose a revision in order to improve their clarity, applicability and usefulness. The revised ESG will be presented to the BFUG prior to the 2015 Ministerial Conference.
Moreover, there will be an open consultation period between 17 October and 11 November, on the ENQA website (www.enqa.eu), targeting an audience as large as possible. 
As a final remark, it was believed that the ESG had stood the test of time remarkably well.
External Evaluation of EQAR - Overview of key findings, Colin Tück, EQAR Director

The EQAR Director introduced the key findings of the external evaluation of EQAR. More details can be found in the presentation.
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The EQAR Director highlighted the following:

· A steering group was asked to coordinate the external evaluation. As agreed, it had to be done 2 years after it was created. 

· The purposes of the Register were outlined in the E4 report prepared for the London Ministerial Conference.
· The main questions asked by the evaluation:

· Are the original structures and methods of EQAR fit for purpose in light of the agreed objectives? Are the functioning effective and efficiently?

· What has been the initial impact of EQAR? Is it in line with the original goals?

· What improvements are desirable?

The key findings were divided into more topics.
For the organisational structure:
· EQAR was put in place swiftly and with minimal resources, but the structure was generally seen as fit for purpose;

· The majority of ESG-reviewed QA agencies applied.
· The Register Committee was successfully established and safeguarded for its independence.
· So far, the focus has been on operations and putting in place procedures for the Register. The next phase requires a more strategic focus, aiming at achieving the wider objectives.

For the procedures and transparency:
· Trust and confidence in EQAR’s procedures emerged in the first two years; there were issues of transparency in the early days.
· The Register Committee reports of 2009 and 2010 addressed the initial concerns.

· Further efforts are needed to increase the transparency:

· Eligibility requirements and substantial criteria for inclusion;

· Decision-making on applicants;

· Different roles of EQAR and ENQA.

It is difficult to analyze the initial impact after only 2 years of operation. This is mostly indirect, especially related to facilitating mobility and recognition.

A number of recommendations were also put forward:

· For the Register procedures

· publication of full decisions on applications by QA agencies (including the unsuccessful ones);

· clarification of the organisational eligibility for the Register;

· public clarification of the different roles of EQAR and ENQA, and their use of ESG;

· no longer inclusion of governmental observers on the Register Committee.

· For the strategic development

· development of the strategic function further;

· focus on promotion of EQAR and benefits of registration;

· development of  indicators for impact and wider objectives;

· certain structural changes (function, length of mandates etc).

EQAR Members’ Dialogue meeting will be held on 21-22 November 2011 in Vienna. The Follow-Up and Implementation Plan will be adopted by EQAR members in January 2012 and then submitted to BFUG and Ministers, together with the Evaluation Report.

The discussion followed, with the Chair highlighting possible issues to be tackled: 

· on the ESG: expected comments on the purpose and the scope, applicability, clarity and understanding, the way in which they should reflect the Bologna principles; the impact and implementation of the recommendation presented by the E4;

· on EQAR: how does the BFUG see the further development of a European Area of HE; will the national authorities allow for a HEI in their country to be evaluated by a foreign agency listed in EQAR and vice-versa; should all decisions be published; should there no longer be government observers in the Register Committee;

· Other points on QA the BFUG would like to include in the Bucharest Communiqué.
The discussions that followed are summarized below: 

· The sequence of ESG revision: 2012 would be to early for ministers to endorse a proposal, 2015 would be too late in terms of the impact of the revision, given its clarification purpose. However, it was argued that there is no sense of urgency over the revision, as stakeholders felt quite happy with the ESG, it was just the students (ESU) felt the need for an enlarged scope. It was argued that there is a sense of urgency over clarifications, in order to ensure trust in the ESG; 

· The BFUG should be involved in the ESG revision and the ministers should have the final decision. They should decide how to follow-up the report; however it is to note that it is a time consuming process, as it should also clarify the distinction between guidelines and standards, not only wording;

· More or less complementary suggestions were received: to postpone the revision for 2015, to set up a QA group that should deal with the revision, to request input from WGs/Networks and to maintain the initial principles unchanged;;

· The European market of quality assurance does not function. One of the reasons is that QA agencies may have substantially different mandates; bilateral agreements were preferred in most of the cases. It was argued that EQAR listing should be enough for trust and acceptance in all EHEA countries. 

· A free-market of QA is an important aspect, but not the only one. The BFUG should also look the franchising; the E4 will have to ensure that the ESG are applicable across the EHEA.
· EQAR is an independent association with governments and stakeholders as members, therefore it was up to the EQAR members to consider and decide upon the follow-up of the recommendations. EQAR cannot say all recommendations will be implemented, however all will be considered by the EQAR members.

· In regard to the BFUG observers, EQAR is already accountable to the governments in its General Assembly.

· It was suggested that the EQAR Members’ Dialogue meeting in Vienna 21-22 November 2011,should clarify what is for ministers’ decision and what is for the BFUG to take on board; 

· It was argued that more attention should be paid to translating the idea of a European system of QA into a meaningful concept for students. The role of QA, its impact and how it can be communicated to the larger audience should also be analyzed.
· QA is a key issue on the EC modernisation agenda and for furthering mobility. A well functioning system would also help with franchising education. The EC report on QA will come out in 2012-2013, based on the Eurydice report and maybe it could contribute to the debate. The issue of mutual recognition of accreditation decisions as a real need in the EHEA was brought into discussion.

· It was suggested that perhaps an EHEA quality label would be an interesting option to pursue, while underlying that an effectiveness assessment of the national QAAs was necessary
Holy See noted that its agency worked with 7-8 countries with own guidelines in line with the ESG, each with a different legislation. The ENQA membership was a financial issue. In the early BFUG meetings, for members of the government taking part in the EQAR it was than a matter of credibility, but of public responsibility. The BFUG had to be realistic, by not trying to achieve a quick consensus.

EI pointed out that no one mentioned quality had to be ensured in the individual classrooms, also questioning why the teachers were not put included in the same group working with the ESG – the E4 and thus receiving the same recognition. 

Greece noted that all countries follow the ESG, but in different way, bringing up for discussion the issue of franchised courses and wondering who did the QA: the host country, the country in which education was provided or both. There was a trend to move from QA to accreditation, but which were the differences between the two?  

The Chair of the session concluded:
· the format of the thematic session was a success;

· the BFUG Secretariat is asked to circulate reports for EQAR external evaluation and Map-ESG to the BFUG when available;

· there is general agreement that there is a public responsibility for QA, but the need for further reflection in certain areas;
· there is an emerging consensus that agencies following the ESG should be able to asses institutions in other countries, but under certain conditions (is this consensus limited to QA or does it extend to accreditation?)

· there is agreement on publishing all decisions on both accepted and rejected applications for EQAR;
· several delegations questioned the recommendation on no future government observers being included in the EQAR Register Committee;
· Denmark and EQAR should prepare the next EQAR GA in connection to the BFUG meeting, preferably prior to the BFUG meeting, so that the BFUG can discuss this issue in the context of a decision from the EQAR GA on the recommendations to be implemented from the external evaluation report. A discussion is needed on how the BFUG should handle the evaluation of EQAR procedurally in the 2012-2015 timeframe. 

There are other areas where mode discussions are needed: 

· How should the BFUG take EQAR review’s recommendation into the Communiqué and in their future work?

· How to assure the quality of franchise study programmes?

· How urgent is the revision of the ESG? How wide and in depth should it be?

· How should the tension between public responsibility and stakeholders’ involvement be further articulated?
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Mapping the implementation and application of the ESG (The MAP-ESG project)





Fiona Crozier

Chair of the MAP-ESG Steering

Vice-President ENQA

Assistant Director, QAA UK
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Introduction

		Background







		Why the MAP-ESG project and why now?







		MAP-ESG – what’s it about?







		Analysis of consultation results and next steps











A few quotations from the original document

		“...the report is no more than a first step in...a long and arduous route to the establishment of a widely shared set of underpinning values, expectations and good practice in relation to quality and its assurance...”

		“What has been set in motion by the Berlin mandate will need to be developed further if it is to provide the fully functioning European dimension of QA for the EHEA.”









Contd.

		“...the report sets its face against a narrow, prescriptive and highly formulated approach to standards.”

		“...the report prefers the generic principle to the specific requirement.”

		“The purpose of these S&G is to provide a source of assistance and guidance to both HEIs...and agencies as well as to contribute to a common frame of reference.”

		“It is not the intention that these S&G should dictate practice or be interpreted as prescriptive or unchangeable.”









The MAP-ESG project

		The project is a mapping exercise, supported by EC funding, to review the extent of the application and implementation of the ESG since their adoption

		It will report to the ministerial meeting in Bucharest in April 2012. Ministers will be invited to decide whether, and if so to what extent, the ESG should be revised

		Chaired by ENQA and steered by the E4 (ENQA, ESU, EUA & EURASHE) group, assisted by an Advisory Group.

		Each of the Es consulted its stakeholders to gather their views on the utility and applicability of the ESG and produced an interim report

		A final report is has been drafted, incorporating the main headlines from all 4 interim reports – this report will be launched on 17/1/12 at an event in Copenhagen









Structure of the final report

		5 sections:	Introduction to the ESG, their background and 			history



			Introduction to the MAP-ESG project, its 			objective and methodology

			Major findings of the project (under 3 headings)

			Conclusions

			Recommendation

		There will be an Executive Summary and the 4 interim reports will be appendices

		Agreement that the report would set out clearly those areas where there was agreement amongst the E4 and would leave room for different opinions and conclusions

		The report is about to be posted on the ENQA website for public comment









Why is the project being carried out now?

		HE is changing rapidly – are the ESG still as appropriate to the world of 2011/2012 as they were in 2005?



		The Bologna stocktaking exercise appears to suggest that the ESG are less than fully implemented in the EHEA



		Isn’t it always good to have a periodic look at things? The current ESG were always a “first step.”









Headlines from the 4 consultations

		The majority of respondents viewed the ESG as having had a positive impact on the development of QA across the EHEA and as contributing to the European dimension to QA

		Little desire to revise the actual content; improvement and clarification

		Clarification of terminology or a glossary would be useful, as would a clearer demarcation of the status of and difference between a standard and a guideline(e.g. 1.2 & 1.3, 2.3 and 3.2 & 3.4)

		Scope felt to be appropriate by the majority (although there was encouragement by ESU respondents to consider whether or not a revised document should reflect overarching principles agreed by Bologna signatories)









Headlines contd...



		Tension around the purpose of the ESG: reference point v. checklist/compliance tool; raised by ENQA and EQAR and recognised by other respondents

		Preference for a principle-based approach, capable of being applied across a diversity of national contexts (all respondents) and of ensuring that primary responsibility for QA lies with institutions (EUA/EURASHE)

		More could be done to achieve consistency of application and mutual understanding of the ESG amongst all stakeholders









Agreed conclusions in the final report

		Clear evidence of the positive impact of the ESG on QA in the EHEA

		Essential to maintain the generic principle and to ensure that the ESG as widely applicable as possible

		Scope is generally appropriate but some encouragement to consider to what extent a revised ESG should reflect more overarching Bologna principles

		Take account of the impact of revisions on those stakeholders who may only recently have begun to implement the ESG









The recommendation to ministers

ENQA, ESU, EUA and EURASHE recommend that the ministers of the EHEA countries mandate the E4 organisations to carry out, in consultation with all relevant stakeholders, notably Education International, the Bologna Follow-Up Group and EQAR, a thorough revision of the ESG in order to improve their clarity, applicability and usefulness. This work would be carried out in the understanding that the current principles would be maintained. The report, with the revised document, will be presented to the BFUG prior to the ministerial meeting in 2015 in time for the BFUG’s and, ultimately, the ministers’ discussion and decision.







The recommendation...

...is intended to highlight the following:

		The awareness of the impact of any change to the ESG on stakeholders who use the ESG on a regular basis and on those countries, HEIs and agencies who have only recently begun their implementation

		The need for a revision of the ESG to improve their clarity, applicability and usefulness (but NOT to change the content)

		That the project has brought into focus the differing perspectives, contexts and expectations of the different stakeholders and the need to continue to work with as wide a range of stakeholders as possible in order to ensure consensus









Final remarks

		The outcomes of the consultations confirm that, given that this was a first attempt to agree on principles for QA across the EHEA, the ESG has stood the test of time remarkably well

		However, there is always room for improvement; in this case not of the content of the principles enshrined in the ESG but in terms of the clarity of their presentation









Thank you for your attention

Fiona Crozier

f.crozier@qaa.ac.uk
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Terms of Reference eqa I ////

= Main questions:

1. Are the organisational structures and methods of EQAR fit for purpose
In the light of the agreed objectives? Have they functioned effectively and
efficiently in practice?

2. What has been the initial impact of EQAR? Is it in line with the desired
goals?

3. What improvements are desirable? How might the organisation develop
and act further with a view to best achieving its missions and objectives?

= Not addressed by the evaluation:
= Ministerial decisions
= European Standards and Guidelines (ESG) as such





Evidence Base eqar///

= Self-Evaluation Report
* |nterviews: governments and stakeholders
= Surveys: QA agencies and website visitors
= Self-analysis by EQAR Self-Evaluation Group

= Site Visit by the Evaluation Panel (May 2011)

* |Interviews: EQAR committees, governments, stakeholders &
QA agencies





Key Findings by the Panel:
Organisational Structure eqar///

= EQAR was put in place swiftly and with minimal
resources, structure is generally fit for purpose

= Majority of ESG-reviewed QA agencies applied

" Register Committee successfully established and
safequarded Its iIndependence

" Thus far, focus has been on operations and putting in
place procedures for the Register

" |n the next phase, a more strategic focus - aiming at
achieving the wider objectives — will be required





Key Findings by the Panel:
Procedures & Transparency eqar///

= Panel found that trust and confidence in EQAR's
Procedures has emerged over the first 2 years

= Transparency: challenge in the early days of EQAR

= Register Committee reports (2009 & 2010) addressed
the initial concerns

" Further efforts needed to make transparent:
= Eligibility requirements and substantial criteria for inclusion

= Decision-making on applicants
= Different roles of EQAR and ENQA





Key Findings of the Panel.
Initial Impact eqar///

= Difficult to analyse in-depth after only two years of
operation, likely to be indirect rather than direct (e.qg.
objective of facilitating mobility and recognition)

= Registration is important for agencies to demonstrate
quality — depending on context, it Is a matter of status

= Thereis trust in EQAR's independence and integrity

" Noted that only national authorities have the
competence to recognise/accept registered QA
agencies and their results/decisions





Specific Recommendations eqar‘///

Register procedures:

= Publication of full decisions on applications by quality
assurance agencies [incl. unsuccessful

= Clarify organisational eligibility for the Register

= Publicly clarify the different roles of EQAR and ENQA,
and their use of the ESG

" No longer include governmental observers on the
Register Committee





Specific Recommendations

(cont'd) eqar///

Strateqgic development:

" Develop strategic function further

* Focus on the promotion of EQAR and the benefits of
registration

" Develop indicators for impact on wider objectives

= Certain structural changes (functions, length of
mandates, etc.]





Next Steps eqar‘///

EQAR Members® Dialogue:

= Unique opportunity for governmental and stakeholder
members to discuss the evaluation results and follow-up

= 21 & 22 November 2011, Vienna

Follow-Up and Implementation Plan:
= Adopted by EQAR members in January 2012

= Then submitted to BFUG and Ministers, together with the
Evaluation Report
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