2nd meeting of the Bologna Working Group on Recognition

Brussels, 10 June 2010

Meeting time: 10.30‐16.00 hrs

Chair: Andrejs Rauhvargers, Latvia

1. Welcome by the Chair
2. Adoption of the Agenda

The agenda was adopted. 
3. Approval of the minutes of the previous meeting

After correction of a small editorial issue the draft outcome of proceedings will be changed accordingly. Apart from this comment, the Minutes have been adopted. 
4. Information by Chair and Secretariat

The Chair informed about the recent developments a new document (Doc. 6 – “The role of Qualifications Frameworks in implementing fair recognition”). 
5. Information on the work of WG on Qualifications Frameworks – information by the Chair of the WG

CoE informed about the ongoing preparation of the annual ENIC/NARIC meeting and about the annual Meeting of the Lisbon Convention Committee in Sèvres, France on June 23 2010 and asked the members of the WG Recognition to indicate any possible questions or other elements as soon as possible as the next meeting will only take place in 2 or 3 years time. 
CoE (Sjur Bergan) informed about the paper “The role of Qualifications Frameworks in implementing fair recognition”, which is a survey about all the existing national frameworks. The main development is that contrary to some years ago, a more confident feeling can be noted. The reason for this is also that a more realistic evaluation of the situation has come up. Most of the countries will be on time and complete their national Framework by 2012. The self certification might be realised at a later stage, too. CoE informed also about the Meeting of National Correspondents (Dublin, April 16) which had 22 countries participating and a focus on EQF and the Bologna Framework with an introduction by the Commission. The next meeting will be the National Contact Points meeting about the EQF, there is also the development of a comprehensive national framework and a possible meeting on October 26 2010 in Brussels. The countries are working on the EQF, 8 have self certified (Malta and Denmark). CoE mentioned the issue of learning outcomes, which have been raised in the second meeting; furthermore the issue of a legal approach has been raised. There exists a legal binding effect and students therefore can appeal in front of the court. 
6. Discussion of progress in the WG Recognition action lines according to TOR, Road map and timetable:

I) Roles of authorities, HEIs, ENIC/NARICs in implementing recommendations

Introduction – Chair document: Doc 1 – Roles of the authorities, HEIs, ENIC/NARICs in implementing recommendations
The Chair presented Doc 1, the typical functions of the authorities involved in recognition have been described. The draft document on the roles of various authorities was discussed and the analysis of roles of various authorities was found useful by the group. 

After several suggestions by Germany, Holy See, ESU, Council of Europe and others, the group members agreed that that:

· The roles of various authorities differ in (academic) recognition of full qualifications, recognition of parts of studies (credits) and in recognition for professional purposes. It was therefore suggested to prepare separate descriptions for those three cases of recognition;

· Such list of the roles of various authorities should be compiled by all the Bologna countries in order to map the variety of approaches. It was noted that that such information was asked for in the template for National Reports in 2007 but country answers were not completely clear and that there is evidence that some countries have changed the roles of the authorities.

There were also suggestions to make a practical handbook for holders of foreign qualifications. Chair made reference to the EUA Bologna Handbook which contains an article with instructions for students regarding the recognition procedures and students’ rights.
II) Considerations for reviewing legislation

Introduction – Chair document: Doc 2 Considerations for reviewing legislation
The Chair presented in short the document. 
The working group agreed that considerations for reviewing the legislation are the following.

The appropriate national legislation should be looked trough with a view of comparing the terminology used in the Lisbon Recognition Convention itself and its subsidiary texts; finding out if there are clauses contradicting with the main principles of the LRC and its subsidiary texts, whether all the main principles of the LRC have been transposed to the national legislation.

After that, amendments should be drafted and adopted to replace outdated terminology and harmonize terminology with the one of the LRC, eliminate or replace those clauses contradicting to the principles of LRC and its subsidiary texts, and to introduce the above principles into national legislation. 

Analysis of legislation and preparing proposals for amending of legislation changes to legislation ideally should be carried out by involving all stakeholders interested in recognition: ministry, ENIC/NARIC centre, HEIs, students, QA agency.

WG suggests that a tentative deadline should be proposed before which all countries should carry out the legislation changes. 

Besides the change of the legislation, a change of the attitude of the stakeholders should be made.
A slightly changed text will be prepared before the next meeting.  

III) Differences in recognition criteria and procedures/ more equal treatment across the EHEA

Introduction – Finland, the Netherlands documents: Doc 3, Doc 4 (partly)

Finland and the Netherlands presented the paper. 
Results of a ENIC/NARIC projects as well as earlier documents show that there are generally more differences across the EHEA in recognition criteria than in recognition procedures. The main differences in recognition criteria are in linking recognition with accreditation and recognition of a programme or institution that has issued the qualification, use of learning outcomes as the basis for recognition of qualifications and to consider the weight of learning outcomes in relation to study load (input) and linking recognition with formal rights in the qualification holder home country.
When it comes to procedures, there seem to be differences in e.g. information available to applicants, requirements concerning authenticity and translations, time required for recognition, who is involved and whether recognition procedures and decisions are monitored and/or considered as part of the overall quality assurance of the higher education institution.

NARIC project European Area for Recognition lead by the Netherlands and funded by the European Commission was launched in 2010. The project team is the Netherlands, United Kingdom, Poland, France, Denmark, Flanders, Lithuania and the Czech Republic and the aim is to produce a collection of good practice and recommendations in the field of recognition, based on the Lisbon Recognition Convention. The project will concentrate on collecting recommendations on good practice in recognition from various projects and other sources (especially the table on good practice at the end of the report on National Action Plans), to create coherency, consistency and convergence in European recognition practice. The active contribution and views of the participating ENIC/NARIC centres are also crucial in describing good practice. 
The main output of the project will be a stated pragmatic and practical European Recognition Manual, containing standards and guidelines on severalaspects of recognition, as well as a comparison with the actual situation in Europe. The emphasis is being put on criteria and procedures which are described in the Recommendation on the Criteria and Procedures for the Assessment of Foreign Qualifications. The basis will be the revised text of the Recommendation. Draft manual will be tested in April-June 2011 and submitted to the ENIC/NARIC meeting in June 2011. After that, it can be submitted to BFUG and further endorsed at the 2012 Ministerial conference in Bucharest.

IV) Possibilities to improve the quality of the recognition procedures at HEIs

Introduction – ENQA documents: Doc 4, Doc 5

Rafael Llavori (ENQA) informed via e-mail about the tackling of recognition issues, which are in cooperation with the ENIC/NARIC - network. After having contacted persons in other institutions, he will inform at the ENQA Board on June 29, the feedback there will then be brought also to the WG Recognition. ENQA leadership will contact the ENQA member agencies regarding the way how to approach recognition procedures within HEIs.
According to the good practice in some countries, recognition within HEIs can be improved if assessment of quality of the recognition procedures are included in the internal quality assurance within the HEIs as well as external quality assurance procedures. E4 representatives in the WG Recognition support the idea to introduce quality of recognition procedures in the EHEA Standards and Guidelines for Quality assurance – if the decision to amend the Standards and guidelines will be taken. 

EUA and ESU have prepared written contributions regarding the recognition procedures in HEIs. This is the first time such information is available at European level. One of the main observations is that recognition works better in those cases where the recognition procedures in a HEI are more centralised – and the latter more often happens in small and medium size institutions. 

The texts have been discussed and will be further developed into chapters of the final report of the WG.

V) Role of QFs in implementing the recommendations (with WG QF)

Introduction – Council of Europe documents: Doc. 6 (The role of Qualifications frameworks in implementing fair recognition)
The CoE presented the document . In the ensuing discussion the following main points were made. Qualifications frameworks are potentially a powerful tool that will substantially improve the transparency of the qualifications, Qualifications frameworks provide a good indication of the level and workload associated with a particular qualification and they also give an indication of quality. QFs should also provide information of learning outcomes, but currently in many countries the learning outcomes discussion should still reach the HEIs. QFs will generally not provide information on the profile of particular qualification.  National QFs which have been self certified against the QF-EHEA will further provide an easily understandable link to an overarching framework against which most other qualifications frameworks in the European Region – and all those of the EHEA - will eventually be linked. The benefits of using QF s for recognition will start being visible when substantial number of countries have established and self-certified the national QFs. Currently the most important task is to develop, describe and implement learning outcomes across the EHEA. It should be stimulated by promotion and training rather than by new legislation.  One learning outcomes will have been firmly established in most countries of the EHEA, ways will need to be found to recognize older qualifications that are not described in learning outcomes. 

(I would like to differentiate this proposal from assessment and old qualifications and give it more weight in a separate paragraph):

A new subsidiary text to the Lisbon Recognition Convention could  be considered. This text could consider for instance the elements of the qualification and the importance of learning outcomes among those elements, the benefits of QF for recognition and the conditions for the QFs for being useful in recognition. It should also address the concept of substantial differences in different elements of a qualification and relate these to qualifications frameworks. It was suggested that the Lisbon Convention Committee Bureau, in consultation with the ENIC Bureau and the NARIC Advisory Board, might raise the possibility of developing such a subsidiary text in autumn 2010.

VI) Improving recognition with other parts of the world

Introduction – France documents: any documents have been submitted.
Recognition component is very important in the cooperation with other parts of the world. It should be done at two levels- as cooperation between the Lisbon Recognition Convention Committee and Committees of the Conventions of other part of the world and at expert level. ENIC and NARIC networks have established a Working group on Global dimension of recognition. There is intention to organize a meeting with representatives of the different regional conventions: Asia Pacific, MERIC Africa, Arab States, Latin America (US and Canada are represented in ENIC network) in connection with the LRC Committee meeting. 
At a more technical level, the experts of various world regions will be asked a number of questions:

1. What does recognition mean in your region? (recognition or equivalence)

2. Who else do recognition in your region?

3. What are the principles which are used in your recognition convention?

4. What are the challenges faced in the development of recognition in your region?

What are the solutions found?

5. What are the future steeps?
The further activities will follow after these issues have been discussed. 
It was also noted that to have successful cooperation with other Regional Committees it is important that UNESCO is closely involved. 
Organisation of conference with stakeholders was shortly discussed.

7. Date and place of the next meeting and other 
The Chair suggested a meeting on October 25 or 26 in Strasbourg. For the next meeting, a small group shall be founded to develop the ideas which have been raised during the meeting (concerning the plans for a conference). The substance is clear and the chair informed about the agenda point at the forthcoming BFUG Meeting in August (Alden Biesen) where he will report to the BFUG about the discussions in the Working Group. A first draft line of a programme for the conference will be sent out and also the timeline will be adapted. 
8. AOB

The Chair suggested a conference to be organised in Riga in April 2010 (26/27 as 5/6 proved impossible due to Hungarian presidency Conference). 
The discussion was how to combine plenaries with group discussions in such a way that all the six action lines are thoroughly discussed and results conveyed to all the participants.

It was agreed that there should be plenary or working groups which will be then wrapped up in a plenary session. Also the question to invite experts from outside was discussed; the chair mentioned the raise of costs in this case. Several possibilities of different working groups have been mentioned. For the next meeting a short document will be proposed with a collection of the ideas and a draft programme. The conference should ideally not take more than 2 days max. (preferably 1,5 days). There was agreement that the conference should be with 100 people max. If there will be working groups, background papers of these topics will be needed, also good practice models could be mentioned (as suggested by CoE). The EU Commission suggested a subgroup to organise the conference. The CoE supported the EU Commission. The EU Commission suggested a possible meeting of the working group. Chair agreed that a conference committee will be necessary but that due to tight schedules it should as far as possible work using electronic communication and organize a meetings only if it proves necessary.
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