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Frederik De Decker (Belgium), Ronny Heintze (Germany) and Chiara Finocchietti (Italy) were 

absent. 

1. Welcome and Opening 

Documents: Ad-Hoc AG ECTS 2nd meeting draft agenda 

The Chair welcomed everyone to the meeting and thanked the AG members for their 

contribution during the first meeting and through providing feedback to the documents. She 

informed the group about comments received during the BFUG meeting, where the Holy See and 

ENQA suggested inviting representatives from Latin America and Africa as observers to the 

group, which could be engaged instead through the Coordination Group on Global Policy 

Dialogue. Furthermore, Austria and EUA suggested that the AG should consider more practical 

issues of higher education institutions arising from the implementation of the ECTS Users’ Guide 

and find straight-forward solutions to help them. Austria, for example, suggested to dive deep 

into inconsistencies of implementation despite apparent fulfilment of commitments – the EC 

highlighted that the purpose of this group is indeed to identify those aspects that need 

clarification in the Users’ Guide and map the status quo of its implementation, as a more practical 

approach. The Head of the EHEA Secretariat also made a point regarding the legal role of the 

ECTS Users’ Guide, but no conclusion was reached in the previous BFUG meeting. 

The chair also welcomed the three new members who joined the group, respectively Agnes Kriz 

(Fachhochschule Technikum Wien, Austria), Per Æbelø (University of Southern Denmark) and 

Zelda Azzara (Cedefop), who were invited to introduce themselves. 

The Chair announced that the proposed focus of the meeting was presenting the intermediate 

research findings, discussing the use of ECTS for micro-credentials and identifying possible 

questions for the participants in focus groups. She added that by the time of the next meeting (in 

June 2025), the EC would present a first draft of the Guide to the AG, to ensure a concrete focus 

for the group’s discussion. 

2. Intermediate research findings 

Colin Tück (Lead expert) introduced the agenda item with an overview of the research processes 

and the intermediate findings of the desk research. The main objective of the desk research was 

to gain insights into level of implementation of ECTS, through public information (course 

catalogues and documents available on institutions’ websites), and additional information (such 

as samples of learning agreements and transcripts of records). The analysis had been conducted 

to that point at institutional and programme level, based on the public information. The overall 

analysis at course level, as well as deeper analysis on learning outcomes descriptions (programme 

and course level), and analysis of anonymized sample of documents (learning agreements and 

transcripts of records), was planned until the next AG ECTS meeting in June 2025. The deeper 

https://ehea.info/Download/AG_ECTS_2_PL_AL_Agenda_25.04.2025.pdf
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analysis would be conducted using machine learning tools, given the approximate number of 240 

programmes included in the research. However, he added that limited input from the sample 

higher education institutions was received. 

Regarding the desk research, Colin Tück reiterated the coverage of 80 HEIs from 8 countries, with 

240 programmes (3 programmes per HEI), from the Business, Engineering and History study 

fields. At institutional level, the main findings from the desk research were that the majority of 

HEIs (63%) had publicly available institutional policies, frameworks or guidelines for using ECTS 

within the institution, and standardized, institution-wide catalogues were predominant, the 

majority being also available in English. The allocation of credits was usually covered by the 

institutional documents related to ECTS, but the review of this allocation had most often not 

been covered. When posing the question of credit transfer, it was observed that digital learning 

agreements were supported by the 85% of the HEIs in the sample (according to Erasmus Without 

Papers network). When it came to grade conversion, it was found that distribution tables were 

rarely published, and a very small number of HEIs used the EGRACONS conversion tool. 

Moreover, less than 40% of institutions published on their website clear procedures for students 

returning from mobilities, except for BG, ES and NL. At programme level, the information very 

rarely found to be mentioned in the course catalogue was related to qualifications framework 

level. Moreover, progression requirements were most of the time missing from the course 

catalogue, a finding contrasting the survey results, which showed that students are usually aware 

of these requirements. Other information most often missing from course catalogues are the 

mode of study/delivery, online/blended courses available, the total number of credits, mobility 

opportunities, and form of diploma and diploma supplement in the case of joint programmes. 

Moreover, learning outcomes were clearly specified for only 55% of the programmes, with 

differences by level, and most programmes only listed 1 – 5 LOs (while the ECTS Users’ Guide 

recommends 10 – 12).  

Further on, Ilona Murphy (Lead researcher) presented the survey research findings, both from 

staff and students. For the staff survey, there were 147 respondents so far, most of them from 

Ireland, Austria, Sweden and the Netherlands.  It was found that most institutions have ECTS 

policies across all the relevant areas surveyed, with variations between topics. Regarding the use 

of the ECTS Users’ Guide by the staff, it was found that in most cases it is rarely or never used, 

which could stem from the reliance on institutional policies. When it came to grade conversion 

methodology used for mobile students, it was found that in most cases (65% overall) respondents 

did not know if it was publicly available and in line with the ECTS Users’ Guide. Regarding the 

use of learning outcomes, it was found that 67% of respondents use them as a central element in 

designing programmes/curricula. The responses distributed per role of respondents showed that 

international relations offices were largely disconnected from LOs, with a mixed picture for QA-

related roles. When asked about the challenges encountered in relation to the use of ECTS, the 

most common one was in relation with programme design, delivery and monitoring, as well as 

mobility and credit recognition. The survey also provided some examples of solutions proposed 

by respondents to address these key challenges, such as: clearer legislation both at European and 

national level, registration databases at least in the EU, guidance for staff, more discussions at EU 

level to acknowledge the learners’ work, less variations of the terminology used within 

institutions, clearer/more simple language used, as well as more information related to workload 

needed in the ECTS Users’ Guide. 

Moving on to the students’ survey, Ilona Murphy showed the overview of responses – there were 

571 respondents so far, most of them coming from Austria and Ireland. Almost half of the 

https://egracons.eu/
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respondents were enrolled in different programmes than the ones targeted in the sample. It was 

emphasized that the overall experience of students with ECTS was quite positive. Regarding the 

recognition of student-centred learning (SCL) by students in their programme, it was found that 

73% of respondents ‘mostly’ or ‘totally’ recognized SCL elements according to the ECTS Users’ 

Guide. When it came to the availability of information on which the selection of courses was 

based on, the majority of learners reported that information was publicly available on credits 

awarded for the courses (93%), course learning outcomes (91%), mode of delivery (88%), and 

forms of assessment (82%). Moreover, most respondents (77%) reported that the available 

information was sufficient to make well-informed decisions related to selecting courses. In terms 

of mobility and credit recognition, one third of respondents had experienced studying or working 

in another European country, 75% of them doing so as part of the degree programme through the 

Erasmus+ programme. Related to studying abroad, 77% of respondents reported that all their 

credits were recognized, whereas 73% of respondents with an experience abroad rated the credit 

recognition procedure when coming back to their home institution as 7 or higher (on a scale from 

1 to 10). The evaluation of differences in workload from their home to the host institution in the 

case of students with an experience abroad, showed that 25% of respondents felt that the 

workload matched, for the same number of credits. The recognition of credits and grades from 

studying/working in another European country was reported to be automatic in most cases 

(71%), and 23% reported that additional work had to be performed. Overall, almost 50% of 

respondents reported to have had a positive grade conversion experience, while 24% reported 

that their grades were not converted at all, 21% did not know and 6% felt that conversion was not 

fair. When asked about having any competences achieved outside of formal education (through 

work experience, voluntary work, student participation, etc.), 28% of students received some 

ECTS credits for these activities. When asked if students have opportunities to contribute to 

internal or external quality monitoring in relation to the use of the ECTS at their institution, 

respondents indicated that the main contribution was through internal surveys (72%), followed 

by focus groups (27%), participation in preparation for self-assessment reports (19%), and 

engagement with an external body (17%). 

The intermediate conclusions of the desk and survey research, summarized by Colin Tück, 

emphasized that learning outcomes remained a key issue, as well as the monitoring of actual 

workload and review of credit allocation. When it comes to course catalogues, it seemed that 

information as indicated in the ECTS Users’ Guide was sometimes missing, while students still 

considered that information provided by their institution was mostly sufficient. These results 

may arise also from the fact that responses to the student survey were dominated by respondents 

from 2-3 countries. Colin also highlighted a lack of awareness for recognition of lifelong learning, 

and generally a small number of staff involved in Recognition of Prior Learning (RPL) regularly. 

Findings also suggested the limited use of ECTS at doctorate level. 

Further on, Colin Tück opened the floor for discussions, proposing several questions for 

reflection, which are included in the presentation.   

The EHEA Secretariat suggested that the data sources for the findings from the desk research 

should be clearly mentioned in the final report, and that the report distinguishes between 

aggregate individual and institutional results, and that the overrepresentation percentages of 

individual answers and of the number of respondents per institution be weighted so as the results 

are representative at European level.  EQAR referred to the comments made in the first meeting, 

suggesting a correlation between the survey questions and the future focus groups. Seconded by 

Ann Katherine Isaacs (Italy), EQAR added that it would be more relevant to gauge the impact of 

https://ehea.info/Download/AG_ECTS_1_EC_1_Introduction_17.02.2025.pdf
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the institutional policy on the use of ECTS, rather than exploring whether it existed or not. EQAR 

added that the role of different staff members may not be directly related to the use of ECTS 

Users’ Guide, but with the use of other policies or methodologies that were built based on the 

Users’ Guide. In that sense, he considered that the questions for students were a good example 

of extracting the essential information from the ECTS Users’ Guide to evaluate its 

implementation.  

Lana Par (ESU) highlighted that, besides the overall positive perception of student respondents 

to the surveys, it was worth noticing that many mobile students felt that the workload from the 

same amount of ECTS was different from their home institution. In relation to the reflection of 

EUA that studying in a foreign language may induce the feeling of working more, ESU suggested 

to correlate this perception of higher workload, even when studying in a foreign language, with 

the direct outcomes of mobilities that are more tangible for students. In the end, the EHEA 

Secretariat asked about the question related to RPL, respectively the context in which RPL took 

place – either within a mobility, a course, a module or a programme – and if it was used for 

progression. Secondly, he highlighted the worrying survey results showing that many 

programmes did not have programme-level learning outcomes, which had been a key building 

block around the key commitments in EHEA. Consequently, he suggested to look also at national 

level policies and test a potential correlation between legislation/guidance offered by national 

authorities on the use of ECTS and the institutional level. 

Further on, Ann Katherine Isaacs (Italy) stressed that students seem to see the ECTS very 

satisfactory, meaning that the system works. She added that, to lead to findings on whether the 

Guide should be clarified and how, the research findings should be correlated with the 

monitoring by National Agencies.  

Given the comments provided, Colin Tück underlined that the final report would clearly mention 

the data sources on which information shown was based. He also acknowledged the rather 

unbalanced results within the same country, and the uncertainty of how institutions distributed 

the survey among students. Regarding the question related to RPL, Colin Tück clarified that 

students were asked whether they had any competences achieved outside formal education, 

recognized through ECTS within their programme, and the volume of ECTS awarded, if any. On 

exploring whether and how the ECTS Users’ Guide should be revised, he believed that the 

discussion should be conducted within the Advisory Group, based on the final findings of the 

research. Lastly, he confirmed that the research team also investigated the national policies in 

the eight countries of the sample. Therefore, he suggested that once the full picture from the desk 

research and the surveys was completed, the research team consider any correlation between 

these national policies and how the Users’ Guide was being implemented at institutional level. 

Ilona Murphy (Lead researcher) further stressed that the suggestions would be taken into 

consideration in the future focus groups, especially when it comes to further inquiring about the 

workload of students. 

Thérèse Zhang (EUA) made a point about what they analysed in the latest Trends Report related 

to the implementation of LOs, more specifically that there were variations in implementation 

between countries. When analysing the challenges at country level, it was observed that they do 

not depend on the level of maturity of the implementation or the adoption of policies related to 

learning outcomes. Institutions with a longstanding experience of LOs could encounter 

difficulties as new developments in higher education arise (blended learning, etc.), and LOs need 

to take them into account. Implementing LOs is not a one-off exercise. Therefore, she suggested 
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that through the upcoming focus groups the research group could look more in depth into the 

challenges and reasons for variation in implementation – even between institutions in the same 

country, or programmes within the same institution. 

In the end, Jim Murray (Ireland, QQI) shared an observation from a national perspective related 

to the need of “refreshing” certain policies at national level (e.g. on qualifications framework, on 

the use of ECTS), as having a long-lasting process regulated for a long time may lead to 

complacency and less motivation for progress.  

3. Use of micro-credentials 

Agnieszka Jelnicka (EAC) opened the session with a brief presentation on the survey on the 

implementation of the Council Recommendation on a European approach to micro-credentials 

for lifelong learning and employability. The objective of the survey was to analyse the 

development and use of micro-credentials across Education and Training systems, with a focus 

on the Council recommendation, together with investigating how micro-credentials may be 

incorporated into education systems to improve access to learning opportunities and to address 

labour market skills demands.   

Mairéad Nic Giolla-Mhichil and Elena Tsigki (from the ECIU European University alliance) then 

offered a presentation regarding the use of micro-credentials at institutional level, with a focus 

on issues arising from practice. They proposed that the revised ECTS Users’ Guide would 

mention micro-credentials as an equivalent or comparable document to a transcript of record, as 

well as the shift to digitalization and Erasmus Without Papers. Moreover, they considered that 

micro-credentials currently need to respect the features referred into the Annex 2 of the Council 

Recommendation, which should be referenced in the Guide.   

ECIU further believed that the ECTS Users’ Guide should offer guidance on how programme LOs 

coming from a flexible pathway for individual learners combine in a stackable way. When 

consulting with stakeholders across Europe, ECIU tried to ensure that micro-credentials adhere 

to the standards set out by the European Learning Model, and make use of the EHEA tools such 

as the ECTS, ESG and QF-EHEA as much as possible, in order to ensure they are supporting credit 

accumulation, transfer and recognition. For recognition purposes, ECIU implemented a qualified 

seal and centralized issuing approach, as well as the ESCO framework on the competence 

taxonomy. The key issue they encountered was recognition and mobility – in this regard, the 

micro-credential was supplemented with a transcript of record, with integration sought with the 

European Digital Credential platform. 

 In the context of VET, Anastasia Pouliou highlighted that, when considering the aspect of micro-

credentials delivered outside formal education, there was a huge diversity and proliferation of 

different types of micro-credentials. In this regard, she suggested that the ECTS Users’ Guide 

would be used as a useful tool for disseminating at national level different ways of designing 

micro-credentials links to credits and, workload, as well as a credit-based systems for micro-

credentials from outside the formal system (e.g.: further learning or for employment). Robert 

Wagenaar (The Netherlands) raised the issue of the EQF level of micro-credentials, which he 

believed was too vague given that prior LOs needed for a certain EQF level, whose study 

programme was spread over more years, differ between those years. He argued that the cause 

would be that EQF is expressed in study cycles, while a cycle was too long for a micro-credential. 

Therefore, he stressed the need to identify solutions for the rather ambiguous positioning of 

micro-credentials within EQF levels. 
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Jonna Korhonen (Finland) discussed about the already mature implementation of academic 

micro-credentials in Finland, and the pioneering implementation of tailor-made micro-

credentials for the labour market. She believed that, besides aiming at awarding ECTS for micro-

credentials for progression purposes, the challenge would be to see how micro-credentials could 

be used for broadening skills within the same EQF level. 

EQAR reflected on the question of the ECTS volume for micro-credentials. While he 

acknowledged that the Guide not offering a volume for micro-credentials was understandable as 

it was dependent on national practices, he suggested that a European way of communicating a 

translation between system was needed for cross-border recognition. 

Raimonda Markevicienė (Lithuania) believed that the two main issues of micro-credentials were 

recognition and stackability. She added that the purpose of the ECTS Users’ Guide should be to 

reach a common understanding on how micro-credentials could be integrated in a formal 

education system, and not necessarily for employability purposes. Suzanne Conze (Chair) 

seconded that one of the most challenging aspects was to see how micro-credentials could be 

translated into a comparable way to other types of learning in higher education. 

Agnieszka Jelnicka (EAC) expressed hesitations whether it would be the purpose of the ECTS 

Users’ Guide to solve the recognition issues of micro-credentials but suggested that the Advisory 

Group could evaluate whether these may be addressed in the document. In reply, Mairéad Nic 

Giolla-Mhichil highlighted the importance of mentioning the micro-credentials in the ECTS 

Users’ Guide, since the most common challenge is the lack of ECTS coverage, which significantly 

impedes their cross-border recognition due to lack of comparability. Moreover, since there are 

micro-credentials outside the education system (e.g. provided by industry professionals) 

implemented in the European system and recognized through the DEQAR system, she believed 

it was even more important to try removing barriers. 

Kinga Szuly (EAC) underlined that even if the Council recommendation was a reference 

document for the national systems on the implementation of micro-credentials, especially for 

the higher education systems, setting upper and lower limits of ECTS required for a micro-

credential may lead to certificates falling in between the degree systems and also having 

incompatibilities among countries. As several discussions had taken place regarding the currency 

of micro-credentials, with no consensus reached, she emphasised that the limits of ECTS for 

micro-credentials should remain as open as possible. Secondly, Kinga Szuly underlined that in 

the Council Recommendation the micro-credentials are linked to the formal education systems, 

with fewer references to employability purposes. In the context of ECTS Users’ Guide revision, 

the employability purpose may be addressed, to provide transparency on the learning outcomes 

and the level of competence that can be expected by employers from learners who have such 

certificates. She added that another important aspect for the European Commission, especially 

in relation to the Union of Skills, was the permeability of higher education, better links of micro-

credentials with higher education systems, and the recognition of prior learning – more 

specifically, ensuring a smoother route from VET systems or people who acquired knowledge and 

skills at the workplace, to higher education. 

Raimonda Markevicienė (Lithuania) considered that, even in the case of no agreement on the 

limits of ECTS per micro-credentials, the only solution would be to attach qualifications to micro-

credentials. Ann Katherine Isaacs (Italy) added that micro-credentials, as the entire ECTS Users’ 

Guide, are relevant to the entire European Higher Education Area, and all countries need to be 

involved. In terms of level, she recalled there was an agreement in the previous discussions 
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referring to the QF-EHEA, EQF where appropriate and NQFs. She added that one difficulty for 

micro-credentials was that QF-EHEA levels, except for short cycle, are output based, considering 

the LOs at the end of the cycle. A second challenge would be that for a micro-credential to be 

recognised in a study programme; the level of assessment is study-field dependent (what would 

be elementary for a degree would be considered a speciality for another). Because of these 

elements, it is very difficult to assign a QF level to micro-credentials, and stackability cannot be 

indicated in an abstract sense, as it is context dependent.  

Jim Murray (Ireland, QQI) believed that some of the greatest needs of micro-credentials 

providers are flexibility and agility to be able to produce micro-credentials in a timely manner, 

particularly for labour markets whose representatives want quick turnover of qualifications. 

Moreover, it seemed that there was the expectation not to go through the same level of quality 

assurance and other procedures, especially for micro-credentials tailored to the labour market. 

Therefore, he argued about an existing tension in trying to fit the micro-credentials in already 

well-established structures that have certain demands, including in terms of cost and 

bureaucracy. 

Colin Tück suggested that the Guide should include not only references to the EQF levels linked 

to micro-credentials, but also the reason why this is important, and the actual meaning of the 

respective levels applied to micro-credentials. He added that countries should recognise micro-

credentials from EHEA regardless of their own national limits, but the Guide should nevertheless 

clarify the minimum level expected to claim issuing ECTS. Jonna Korhonen (Finland) asked how 

much further the ECTS Users’ Guide should go with micro-credentials, and how much should be 

left for piloting experimentations. She added that there were already some kind of markings for 

micro-credentials in terms of EQF level but would be hesitant to addressing the issue since it 

would require discussing the quality assurance system in place for micro-credentials.  

Robert Wagenaar (The Netherlands) reiterated that QF levels eventually relate to levels of 

competencies, which are expressed in learning outcomes. However, a remaining issue would be 

determining the quality of those learning outcomes, which should be further analysed in the 

research. He added that horizontal and vertical progression routes, similar with degree 

programmes, should be the same in the case of micro-credentials, with the condition of 

expressing clearly what was learned. Zelda Azzara (Cedefop) mentioned that the EQF was 

designed to be open to different types of learning which led to qualifications, credentials and 

degrees, being able to implement lifelong learning. At the same time, she mentioned that 

Cedefop’s monitoring of NQFs concluded that countries already implement micro-credentials 

and are open to include them in their qualification's frameworks, even if awarded outside formal 

education and training. She believed that usually a qualification comes with an extra layer of 

trust, as these learning activities comply with quality assurance standards. On the other hand, a 

balance between flexibility and overregulation should be found. She proposed to mention that 

micro-credentials can bear ECTS credits, if designed based on quality assurance elements, 

therefore providing trust among stakeholders and supporting their recognition. Nevertheless, for 

some micro-credentials designed for the labour market the ECTS credits may not be relevant. 

In addition, Robert Wagenaar (The Netherlands) provided an example of the Netherlands, where 

higher education institutions are not allowed to offer micro-credentials which are part of formal 

programmes to those learners who do not hold an official student status, but may offer micro-

credentials to lifelong learners within the institution. He considered that the issue may be solved 

with a proposed model in which learners from outside higher education come back to the 
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university, and attend courses together with regular students, which may be inspirational for all 

parties.  

The Chair summarized the discussion, highlighting that some developments in micro-

credentials may not fit into the higher education system but are relevant to other contexts, while 

from the ECTS perspective there should be openness to making micro-credentials recognizable 

in higher education, incentivising learners to benefit from their investment in learning.  

Moreover, the group agreed that the ECTS Users’ Guide should look more intensively to the 

definition of learning outcomes, and to giving better guidance on making them clearer and more 

useful – in the end, being able to be applied to micro-credentials as well.  

4. Focus groups overview and feedback session 

The meeting continued by discussing the upcoming focus groups to be organised as part of the 

research, based on the guiding document sent in advance as a follow-up to the 1st AG ECTS 

meeting. 

4.1. Focus groups for staff 

In terms of introduction to the focus group and the ECTS topic, Thérèse Zhang (EUA) suggested 

that a starting question could be “'How would you phrase the benefits of the ECTS system for 

your students and academic staff?”. In addition, Jim Murray (Ireland, QQI) suggested to discuss 

about the familiarity with ECTS, through questions like “How does your institution train you in 

designing curricula?” 

When it comes to institutional practices, Robert Wagenaar (The Netherlands) underlined that 

there might be institutions which do not use the ECTS Users’ Guide, which could be asked how 

they use ECTS in practice. 

Jakub Grodecki (EURASHE) proposed the following questions to be addressed to staff: “How are 

professional experiences described in accordance with the ECTS system? How are bachelor's and 

master's theses described in accordance with the ECTS system in the programme?”. 

Thérèse Zhang (EUA) continued the list of proposed questions, with the following: “'How do you 

engage in a dialogue or incentivize the students towards the use of the credit accumulation 

system in their learning?”; “How do you discuss students' workload?”. Also, in terms of students, 

Robert Wagenaar (The Netherlands) proposed asking how institutions define student-centred 

learning in their context. 

On programme design topic, Raimonda Markevicienė (Lithuania) suggested to ask participants 

how course learning outcomes relate to the programme learning outcomes. In the light of the 

previously proposed questions, it was also suggested to ask how these learning outcomes are 

assessed. 

Svava Berglind Finsen (EAC) also suggested to ask what autonomy staff members have in 

designing study programmes, and how they design these programmes without learning 

outcomes (for the cases in which LOs are not published on the institution’s website). 

Anna Gover (ENQA) raised a point on the length of the focus group sessions, and the need for 

prioritizing the questions. She suggested to cover several groups of questions, namely the ones 

related to the bigger picture that was expected from the focus group, the ones related to how the 

https://ehea.info/page.php?id=740
https://ehea.info/page.php?id=740
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ECTS Users’ Guide may be used, and the ones aiming at providing guidance to how the Users’ 

Guide should be revised. 

In terms of RPL, Jim Murray (Ireland, QQI) suggested to ask participants what value they would 

see in extending ECTS beyond higher education. 

Furthermore, Robert Wagenaar (The Netherlands) supported by Raimonda Markevicienė 

(Lithuania), underlined that grades conversion also seems to be an issue to be covered, especially 

for mobile students. 

As a conclusion, members agreed that the focus groups should prioritise the concept and 

practical application of the Guide, emphasize its impact and use rather than asking about general 

awareness. When it comes to student-centred learning, it was concluded to explore how 

institutions define and apply student-centred learning in their own context – for example, to 

investigate how ECTS is used as means to engage students in open discussions about workload 

and study expectations. Members also expressed the need to explore whether learning outcomes 

are well understood and used to ensure coherent programme design, as well as coherent 

processes from qualifications/programmes to teaching and assessment approaches. Moreover, it 

was suggested to better explore the issue connected to the low use of LOs for programmes 

(emerged from the desk research and survey), and how LOs are developed.  

On another note, it was agreed to explore whether credit transfer can be used for formal VET 

qualifications and whether HEIs see an added value for using ECTS for other types of 

qualifications, including micro-credentials. When it comes to staff working with ECTS, it was 

proposed to ask whether there are any induction or training programmes for new staff, 

respectively LLL opportunities for existing staff. Regarding working with ECTS, the group also 

suggested to ask staff whether official documents, such as transcripts of records, are considered 

helpful. 

4.2. Focus groups for students 

Ann Katherine Isaacs (Italy) believed that the focus group should prioritise the understanding 

(definition) of ECTS, as well as learning outcomes, in order to acquire the directions in which the 

ECTS Users’ Guide should be revised, for enhancing its understanding by users. 

Jonna Korhonen (Finland) emphasized the need to rethink the structure of the questions to be 

addressed in the focus groups, starting from what is expected to be found out from the students. 

Additionally, she suggested that questions about digitalisation of the university and the impact 

on ECTS should be addressed. She suggested to take into consideration the diversity of the 

student body in the focus group in terms of representativity, including the level of knowledge 

about the topic, which was supported by ESU.  

EQAR reiterated the necessity to ask about the expectations for the ECTS Users’ Guide and its 

status of implementation, to determine its impact and key effects. For example, he suggested 

talking about workload and what practical experience students have on issues such as knowledge 

about the quality assurance processes surrounding ECTS and how they evaluate their 

implementation. Another example of topic to be addressed in the students focus group was the 

one related to learning outcomes, specifically to what extent they are useful for students when 

choosing courses, comparing the curricula etc. 

Ana Tecilazić (Croatia) highlighted the need to reflect on the scope of the ECTS Users’ Guide and 

its target group, given that this single document is addressed to very different types of users. She 



 
 

Page 11 of 11 
 
       

believed that the students focus group was not the place to ask about the concept of ECTS but 

supported the emphasis on learning outcomes. Moreover, she noted that satisfying all groups of 

users in one document should be reflected in the structure. 

Per Æbelø (Denmark) suggested to ask students how ECTS was presented to them by universities, 

and how that impacted their experience with it. 

Lana Par (ESU) highlighted that the focus should be on what topics in the ECTS Users’ Guide 

need clarification. She also suggested to reshape the proposed order of questions, and Camille 

Odent (EAC) confirmed that the discussion would also adapt to the wording of students, and it 

would not be too technical. 

The EHEA Secretariat underlined that there should be questions addressing the specific 

challenges in the implementation of the ECTS from students’ perspective, to provide input for 

the revision process.  

Jonna Korhonen (Finland), seconded by Ann Katherine Isaacs (Italy), underlined the need to 

revisit questions with more emphasis on the use ECTS in general, and not just for mobility 

purposes. 

5.  Further engagement with HEIs 

The lead expert (Colin Tück) informed that while the HEIs selected for the research were also 

asked to contribute to the focus groups, quite many did not confirm yet their participation. In 

this regard, EUA, EURASHE and the other experts from the Ad-Hoc group who may have been 

already in contact with the selected HEIs offered to provide support in the further engagement 

of HEIs in the focus groups and the survey. 

6. Close, summary, AOB & overview of future meetings 

The Chair summarized the discussions of the Ad-Hoc Advisory Group and thanked everyone for 

their active involvement. She added that two of the upcoming AG ECTS meetings would take 

place in-person (25th of June 2025 and 5th of November 2025), and the other two online (2nd 

September 2025 and 14th of January 2026). 


